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Every tivie that / have approached a questum^ i have found 
that my enquiries ended by giving rise to neu' problems^ and the farther 
I pushed my investigations the more disquieting these nevo problems 
became. But philosophy is after all perhaps only the recognition of the 
abysses vehich lie on each side of the footpath that the vulgar follcnv 
u'ith the serenity of sonmambulists. 

Georges Sorel, Reflections cm Violence 
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Preface 

The essays which comprise this book were writ¬ 
ten during a period of almost twenty years for different publications 
on different occasions about different subjects. But they have been 
written by the same author, for whose unchanged philosophy and 
intellectual preoccupations they have furnished an opportunity for 
expression. They have been brought up to date and partly revv ritten. 
Additions have been made primarily for the purpose of emphasizing 
the common concern of all these essays in what has been described 
here as the dilemmas of politics. 

I gratcfullv acknow ledge the permission of the following publica¬ 
tions and publishers to use copyrighted materials on which this book 
is based: Avierlcan Journal of International Lanje^ American Political 
Scie/ice HevieiJi\ Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists^ Chicago Lanjc Re- 
vic'iL, Co'/muentary, Committee for I".conomic Development, En¬ 
counter^ Harper Brothers, International Social Science Revievc, 
lo'ira J.a'zv Revienf Yearbook of World Affairs^ Northwestern Uni- 
versit)' Press, Review of Metaphysics, Review of Politics, World 
Politics, Yale Review. 

H. J. M. 
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Introduction: l^ilenmtas of Politics 

I'hc historv of political thought is a dialogue 
between the teachings of tratlirion and the demands of the contem¬ 
porary world. Creative political thought illuminates the political ex¬ 
perience of the day—and of all days—by discovering w ithin it the 
perennial forces, problems, and patterns of interaction, of which po¬ 
litical life consists. Both the tradition of political thought and the 
contemporary experience of political life, then, contain two ele¬ 
ments: one contingent and ephemeral, the other necessary and 
perennial. Each epoch of history has the task to disengage from the 
tradition of political tliought those truths which fit its own experi¬ 
ence and, in turn, to separate out of the w elter of its ow n experience 
the perennial configurations of political life. It must test yesterday’s 
dogmas against the facts of today and todav's orthodoxies against 
tlie perennial truths. It must Iil)craic itself from the dead hand of 
tradition without falling \ ictim to new dogma or else being lost in 
the lab\ rinth of uncotnprehended experience. 

I'his task confronts political thought w ith an inescapable dilemma. 
What of the tradition is perennially true, and w hat is but the out¬ 
growth of particular interests and circumstances? And what in the 
political experience of the contemporary w’orld is the ephemeral 
product of historic accident, and w hat is a manifestation of the eter¬ 
nal verities of politics? 1 he history of political thought is the story 
of tlie gropings w ith w hich successive generatif)ns have searched for 
answers to these questions. 'Fhev had to bew are of two temptations 
w hich are indeed the horns of the dilemma: either U) smother the 
contemporary world w ith obsolescent dogma or else to exchange 
the w isdom of the ages for the innovations of the age. 

Until the French Revolution of 1789, political thought has tended 
to err on the side of dogma and tradition. Finding the perennial 
truths of politics imbedded in the shell of historic contingencies, 
each generation is tempted by its prideful or spiteful identification 
with its ow n times to give the contingent the appearance of the 
perennial. Theocracies have claimed for themselves a monopoly of 
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truth, denying, to rival theocracies any part of it. The philosophers 
of the Greek city-state fashioned out of their limited historic expe¬ 
rience a model of political perfection. Imperial Rome saw in its con¬ 
stitution the repository of eternal truth and, hence, thought it would 
last forever. Both the feudal order of the Middle Ages and the abso¬ 
lute monarchy following it claimed to apply the truth of religion to 
the political sphere. In our own time, both liberal democracy and 
divers totalitarianisms have laid claim to being true democracies, 
both assuming that the truth of politics is to be found only in de¬ 
mocracy, however defined. 

While thus in the past the great source of error has been the un¬ 
resisted temptation to clothe a particular political position or tradi¬ 
tion wdth the dignity of absolute truth, our own time has to come to 
terms w’ith the opposite temptation, that is, to throw' all tradition 
overboard and cither to deny the existence of objective political 
truth altogether or else to seek it in some novel political arrangement 
or device, apparently unencumbered by past political experience. 
That new temptation results from the successful attack to w hich the 
tradition of Western political thought has been exposed in the last 
two centuries. 

In the realm of immediate experience, a succession of technologi¬ 
cal revolutions has transformed the natural and social environment 
of man almost beyond recognition and has radically changed man’s 
experience of himself A succession of political revolutions opened 
the doors of the political arena to the masses w'hich before the 
French Revolution had been excluded from active participation in 
political life. The Western tradition appeared to be incapable of cop¬ 
ing in thought or deed with these novel experiences, and in the face 
of their novelty it appeared to be hopelessly out of date. Thus in¬ 
tellectual movements arose w hich tried to absorb these experiences 
by being openly or surreptitiously at odds with the Western tradi¬ 
tion. Rousseau undermined it by substituting for the transcendent 
and substantive standards of the tradition an immanent and formal 
standard, the General Will, as the source of political truth. Marx 
destroyed it by making truth a function of political power. 

Since in every epoch political thought is but the particular mani¬ 
festation and application of a general philosophy, this destruction of 
the political tradition must be seen in the context of the general in- 
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tellcctual trend of the rimes. What Rousseau and Marx did to poli¬ 
tics, Kierkegaard did to religion, Nietzsche to philosophy, and Freud 
to the image of man. These attacks upon the very foundations of 
Western civilization have left the received systems of thought empty 
of content and, in any event, without conviction. They live on as 
ritualistic incantations and ideological justifications and rationaliza¬ 
tions, proclaiming their truth loudly hut without rational vitality. 
Religion has become an organized social activity and the public 
demonstration of official piety, permeated with d()ubt and disbelief. 
Philosophy has set itself the task of proving that the very enterprise 
of philosophy is absurd and limits itself to clarifying the meaning of 
concepts. The image of man has disintegrated into a bundle of im¬ 
pulses with an infinite capacity for self-deception and an infinite 
need for expert management. And of politics nothing is left but the 
struggle of individuals and groups for access to the levers of power, 
in terms either of majority or oligarchic rule, crying out again cither 
for expert management or else for utopian reform, oblivious of the 
distinction of what is desirable and what is possible and of the in¬ 
eluctability of power itself. 

llie dilemma which confronts us today, then, is twofold. A/Ve 
must come to terms with the dilemma which grows from the very 
nature of political thought and which every epoch must try to solve 
anew: the tension between the political ideas which have come to us 
from the past, claiming to tell us the truth about ourselves, and the 
political experiences of the age which, at the very least, question this 
claim. Yet before we face this perennial dilemma of political thought 
we must cope with the attitude peculiar to our age which denies the 
value of tradition to help us understand and master the problems of 
contemporary politics and therefore denies the existence of the 
perennial dilemma itself. 

This book indeed assumes, as shown in particular in the first chap¬ 
ter, not only the continuing value of the tradition of political 
thought for the contemporary world but also the need for the res¬ 
toration of its timeless elements. It is especially concerned with the 
restoration of politics as an autonomous sphere of thought and ac¬ 
tion. Beyond this preliminary task of restoration, it subjects a num¬ 
ber of traditional political ideas and institutions to the test of their 
contemporary relevance, discarding, affirming, and refashioning as 
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tl\c silUiliion nva\ require. Finally, it gives a critical account of some 
representative attempts at re-creating a relevant system of political 
thought. 

The result is bound to be tentative and fragmentary. For the dis¬ 
integration of the great intellectual systems from uhich the West¬ 
ern world used to receive its meaning has not spared even our sense 
of realitv. As tuodern physics has destroyed the. rehaltihty and rele¬ 
vance of the sensoiA' perception of our natural environment, so do 
Marxism and psychoanaUsis and their derivatives dcn\- the reliabil¬ 
ity of consciousness of ourselves and of our social environment, 
rhings natural and social are not w hat they seem to be. What pa¬ 
rades as truth in matters political is but a delusion of self and of 
others or a pretense, masking interests of class and the desires of self. 
This is no dou\>t so, sometimes or even often. But the whole histvnv 
of the race and our own inner experience militates against the as¬ 
sumption that it is so always. When is it so and when is it not? When 
is truth in matters political not a delusion or a pretense? 

This is the crucial (piestion w hich faces political philosophy, as it 
has faced general philosophy since Plato inquired into the difference 
between truth and opinion. Given the present state of philosophic 
and political thought, this (juestion cannot be answ ered today in an\' 
systematic fashion. Yet from a piecemeal examination of concrete 
issues there might at least emerge an awareness of the dilemma in its 
perennial and contemporary configuration. 
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L The State of Political Science 

III Plato’s Theactetus Socrates dc\eU)ps the char¬ 
acter of the philosopher, the man of knowledge, in contrast to the 
atheorctical, practical man. He endeavors to demonstrate the dis¬ 
tinctive qualities of the philosopher by emphasizing his peculiar 
attitude tow'ard the political sphere. 

First, the philosopher has no political ambitions, and he docs not 
care about what is going on in the political sphere. The philosophers 

have never, from their youth upwards, known their way to the Agora, or 
the dicastery, or the council, or any other political assembly; they neither 
see nor hear the laws or decrees, as they are called, of the State written or 
recited; the eagerness of political societies in the attainment of offices— 
clubs, and banquets, and revels, and singing-maidens—do not enter even 
into their dreams. Whctlier any event has turned out well or ill in the city, 
what disgrace may have descended to any one from his ancestors, male or 
female, are matters of which the philosopher no more knows than he can 
tell, as they say, how many pints are contained in the ocean. 

Second, the philosopher is ignorant about political matters and 
incapable of acting eirectively on the political plane. He “is wholly 
unacquainted with his next-door neighbor; he is ignorant, rot only 
of w hat he is doing., but he hardly knows w hcthei: he is a man or 
an animal. . . . His awkwardness is fearful, and gives the impression 
of imbecility. When he is reviled, he has nothing personal w say in 
answer to the civilities of his adversaries, for he knows no scandals 
of anyone, and they do not interest him. . . .” 

Third, the pliilosopher is morally uncommitted and indifferent 
to the values of politics. 

When he hears a tyrant or king eulogized, he fancies that he is listening 
to the praises of some keeper of catde—a sw'inehcrd, or shepherd, or per¬ 
haps a cowherd, who is congratulated on the quantity of milk which he 
squeezes from them; and he remarks that the creature whom they tend, 
and out of whom they squeeze the wealth, is of a less tractable and more 
insidious nature. Then again, he observes that the great man is of necessity* 
as ill-mannered and uneducated as any shepherd—for he has no leisure, and 
he is surrounded by a wall, which is his mountain-pen. Hearing of enor- 
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iiu)us landed proprietors of ten thousand acres and more, our philosopher 
deems this to be a trifle, because he has been accustomed to think of the 
whole earth; and when they sing the praises of family, and say that some 
one is a gentleman \)ccause he can show seven generations of wealthy an¬ 
cestors, he thinks tliat their sentiments only betray a dull and narrow vi¬ 
sion in those who utter them and who arc not educated enough to look at 
the t\'hole, nor to consider that every man has had thousands and ten thou¬ 
sands of progenitors, and among them have been rich and poor, kings and 
slaves, Hellenes and barbarians, innumerable. And when people pride 
themselves on having a pedigree of twenty-five ancestors, which goes back 
to Heracles, the son of Amphitryon, he cannot understand their poverty 
of ideas. \V'h\' are they unable to calculate that Amphitryon had a twenn - 
fifth ancestor, who might have had a fiftieth, and so on? He amuses him- 
.self with the notion that they cannot count, and thinks that a little arith¬ 
metic would have got rid of their senseless vanity. 

This political indifference and incapacity is the reflection of the 
philosopher's positive nature. The philosopher's 

outer form . . . only is in the cir\'. His mind, disdaining the littlenesses and 
nothingnesses of inunan things, is “flying all abroad" as Pindar says, meas¬ 
uring earrh and heaven and the things which arc under and on rhe earth 
and above the heaven, interrogating the whole nature of each and all in 
their entirety, but not condescending to anything which is w ithin reach. 
... He is searching into the essence of man, and busy in enquiring what 
belongs to such a nature to do or suffer different from any other.,. . 

This commitiiicnr to the search for the truth for its own sake 
and, concomitant with it, his divorcement—morallv and intcllcc- 
tuallv, in judgment and action—from the political sphere makes the 
man of theory a scandal in the eyes of the multitude. He “is laughed 
at for his sheepishness, . . . He .seems to be a dowmright idiot.'’ 
He “is derided bv the vulgar, partly because he is thought to despise 
them, and also because he is ignorant of what is before him and 
always at a lo.ss.” Socrates tells “the jest which the clever witty 
Thracian handmaid is said to have made about Thales, w hen he 
fell into a well as he w as looking up at the stars. She said, that he 
was so eager to know w hat was going on in heaven, that he could 
not see wiiat w as before his feet.” And Socrates adds: “This is a jest 
which is equally applicable to all philosophers.” 

Vet the philosopher has his revenge. 

But, O my friend, when he draws the other into upper air, and gets him 
out of his pleas and rejoinders into the contemplation of justice and in- 
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iusticc ill their own nature and in their difference from one another and 
from all other things; or from the commonplaces about the happiness of a 
king or a rich man to the consideration of government, and of luiman hap¬ 
piness and misery in general -what they are, and how a man is ro attain the 
one and avoid the other- when thar narrow, keen, little legal mind is called 
to account about all this, he gives the philosopher his revenge; for dizzied 
\)V the height at wliich he is hanging, whence he looks down into space, 
which is a strange experience to him, he being disnvaved, and lost, and 
stammering broken words, is laughed at, not by Thracian handmaidens or 
an\' other uneducated persons, for the\' have no eve for the situation but 
bv every man w ho has not been brought up a slave. 

Wc may \vcll recognize in this juxtaposition of the philosopher 
with the practitioner the archetypes of a perennial conflict between 
the theoretical man who thinks for the sake of finding the truth 
and the practical man who thinks for the sake of finding solutions 
to practical problems. Vet neither can w c fail to recogni/.c the limi¬ 
tations of the Platonic analysis, which is too neat, too “Greek” in 
its classical simplicity to satisfy us. While what Plato says is true, 
it is not the whole truth of the matter. 1‘here is, as wc shall sec, 
in the political thinker’s place within the society about which he 
thinks an ambiguity—intellectual and moral—of which the ancients 
knew-and perhaps were bound to know-nothing. Yet with all its 
limitations Plato’s statement conveys an insight into the nature of 
philoso|)hv, theory, and science which, in turn, sheds an illuminating 
light upon the state of political science in America. 

The impulse to which American political science ow es its exist¬ 
ence was overw helminglv practical. It was nourished from two 
roots, one of which it has in common w ith all of modern political 
science, while the other is peculiar to itself. 

Political science as an academic discipline everywhere in the 
Western world owes its existence to the disintegration, after their 
last flowering in tlic carl)' nineteenth century, of the great philo¬ 
sophic systems which liad dominated Western thought and to the 
concomitant development of the empirical investigation of the social 
world. All the social sciences are the fruit of the emancipation of 
the Western mind from metaphysical systems which had made the 
social world primarily a subject for metaphysical speculation and 
ethical postulates. In certain fields, such as economics, that eman¬ 
cipation occurred early; in others, such as political science, it oc- 
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ciirred relatively late (for reasons which, as w e shall see, arc inherent 
in the nature of political science). 

This antispcculati\'e and empirical tendency of Western thought, 
as it developed in the second half of the nineteenth century, could 
not but find a ready and, as it w ere, natural response in the pro¬ 
pensities of the American mind. Yet while European political 
thought continued to combine an antimctaphysical position wdth 
concern for theory, American political science W'as overtvhelmcd 
bv the practical promises of the new' discipline. The first depart¬ 
ments of political science were established in America in the eighties 
of the last century, not for the purpose of theoretical understand¬ 
ing, let alone philosophic speculation, but primarily for the purpose 
of meeting the practical exigencies of the day. 

It is illuminating in this context, and it is in a sense a moving 
experience, to read the address that was delivered on October 3, 
1881, at the opening of the School of Political Science at the Uni¬ 
versity of Michigan by its first dean, Charles Kendall Adams.^ Of 
the perennial problems of politics, such as pow'cr, legitimacy, au¬ 
thority, freedom, forms of government, natural knv, sovereignty, 
revolution, tyranny, majority rule, this address makes no mention. 
The only problems which concern it are the practical problems of 
the day, and the case it tries to make for political science in America 
rests exclusively upon the contribution the new’ discipline promises 
to make to the solution of these problems, l.ooking abroad, Dean 
Adams finds that the rapid recovery of France after 1871 was pri¬ 
marily due to the instruction in political science. “The close of 
their W'ar was six years later than the close of ours; and yet long 
before wc had gained our financial equilibrium, France was the 
most prosperous nation in Europe.” In England, “political instruc¬ 
tion . . . has been given by men, some of whom have been 
thought worthy of high places in Parliament, in the diplomatic 
service, and in the Cabinet. . . . Their pupils are all about them 
in Parliament and in the diplomatic service.” In diplomacy and, 
more particularly, in economic reform the influence of university 
instruction has been persuasive. Dean Adams finds the same bene¬ 
ficial results in Germany. “Graduates of these schools [of political 
science] found their way into administration positions of influence 

1 The Relations of Political Science to National Prosperity (Ann Arbor, 1881). 
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in all parts of Germany. . . . Commissioner Wlntc . . . uses these 
words: ‘In conversation with leading men in Southern Germany 
1 have not found one wh(» did not declare this and similar courses 
of instruction the main cause of the present efficiency in the German 
administration.’ ” 

Having thus made a case for the advantages that political science 
has brought to the practice of Fairopcan governments, Dean Adams 
must now dispose of the argument that American political institu¬ 
tions are superior to those of Furope and that, therefore, America 
has no need of political science. The argument is revealing in its 
exclusive emphasis upon the practical benefits to be expected. 

Is it certain that our municipal governments are better than theirs? Arc 
our systems of taxation more equitably adjusted than theirs? Do our public 
and private corporations have greater respect for the rights of the people 
than theirs? Can we maintain that our legislatures are more free from cor¬ 
ruption and bribery than theirs? W^is our financial management at the 
close of our war wiser tlian that of I'rance at the close of hers? If these 
questions can be answered in the affirmative, and w ithout the shadow of a 
doubt, I concede that an argument may he built upon them in favor of 
what may be called intuitive methods. 

After passing in svsfcmatic review tl\e operations of the three 
branches of government which are in need of improvement, Dean 
Adams turns to “several other fields of activity in which great 
influence is exerted.” lie singles out j^mmalism and speechmaking, 
which political science can help to improve. He sums up his argu¬ 
ment in favor of political science by saying: 

It is for the purpose of aiding in the several directions that have been 
hinted at, and in others that w ould be mentioned if there were time, that 
the School of Political Science in the University of Michigan has been es¬ 
tablished. It finds its justification w'here the other schools of the University 
find theirs: in the good of the people and the w'clfare of the State. 

This exclusive concern with practical improvements is by no 
means an isolated instance. It dominates the virtually simultaneous 
establishment of a School of Political Science at Columbia Univer¬ 
sity. The objective of that school was as practical as that of Mich¬ 
igan; yet while the latter’s appeal xvas one of boundless vocation- 
alism, the fonner’s practical interests were narrowly confined to a 
particular profession, that of the civil servant. When President 
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Barnard subinitted the proposal for the establishment of the school 
to the trustees of Columbia University, he called it “Proposed 
School of Preparation for the Civil Service.” Reflecting the plu- 
losophv of john W. Burgess, the driving spirit behind the proposal, 
we find the purpose of the school defined as “to prepare young men 
for public life u hether in the Civil Service at home or abroad, or 
in the legislatures of the States or of the nation; and also to fit 
voung men for the duties and responsibilities of public iournalists.”- 

The first departments of political science in this country, then, 
did not grow' organicalU’ from a general conception as to what was 
c()\ cred bv the field of political science, nor did they respond to a 
srrongU' felt inrcllectual need. Rather they tried to satisfy practical 
demands, which other academic disciplines refused to meet. For 
instance, in that period the law' schools w'ould not deal w ith public 
law*. It was felt that somebodv ought to deal w ith it, and thus 
it was made part of political science. There w’as a dcmatid for 
instruction in journalism, but there w as no place for it to be lauglit; 
thus it was made part of political science. There w^as a local demand 
for guidance in certain aspects of municipal administration; and 
thus a course in that subject was made part of the curriculum of 
political science. 

In other words, political science grew, not bv virtue of an in¬ 
tellectual principle germane to the field, but in response to pressures 
from the outside. What could not be defined in terms of a tra¬ 
ditional academic discipline was defined as political science. I'his 
iiifirganic growth and haphazard character of political science is 
strikingly reflected in the currictilums of the early departments of 
political science, such as those of Michigan, Columbia, and Harvard. 
In the address from w hich we have (jiioted, Dean Adams mentions 
the follow ing subjects which w ere to form part of the curriculum 
of the School of Political Science: (leneral History, The History 
of Political Institutions, The Recent Political History of Europe, 
The Political and Constitutional History of England, The Political 
and Constitutional History of the United States; several courses in 
political economy; under the general heading of “Sanitary Science”: 

Fhe laiws of Physiological Cirowth and Decay, The Varieties and 

“ R. Gonlon Hoxic et al., A History of the Faculty of Political Science, Co- 
hnnhia University (\c\v York: Columbia University Press, 1955), p. 13. 
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Adaptabilities of Foods, The Best Methods of Supplying Pure Water 
and Air, The Causes of Infectious Diseases, The Proper Disposal 
of Decomposing Matter, The Proper Functions of Boards of Health 
and Health Officers; under the general heading of “Social Science”: 
The Prevalence of Crime and the Most Efficient Means of Diminish¬ 
ing and Preventing It, 'I'he Best Methods of Treating our Criminals, 
'The Care of the Insane and the Management of Asylums, Ihe 
Proper Treatment of the Poor and the Proper Superintendence of 
Almshouses, T he Place and the Proper Fxpiipmcm and Comrol of 
1 lospitals; courses in forestry and political ethics; and finally 
“crowning the whole”: Tlie Idea of the State; The Nature of 
Individual, Social, and Political Rights; The History of Political 
Ideas; The CJovernment of Cities; I heorics and Methods of 'Tax¬ 
ation; Comparatix'c C'onstitutional Law'; Comparative Adiuinistra- 
tive Law; Theories of International Law'; and The History of 
Modern Diplonvacy. “Such,” Dean Adams concludes, “in the briefest 
outline, is what it is the purpose of the scliool at present to teach. 
Additions to the corps and the courses of instruction will be added, 
from time to time, as the necessity is icvcaled.” 

While this program is bur an extreme example of the practicality 
of early American political science, the list of courses which 
formed the curriculum of the School of Political Science (»f Colum¬ 
bia University from 1880 to 1887 is typical of its eclecticism. Ac¬ 
cording to Burgess, the “School of Political Science” was “"he col¬ 
lective name which w e gi\c the graduate or university courses in 
history, philosophy, economy, public law, jurisprudence, diplomacy, 
and sociology.”" These arc the courses which were then taught: 
Physical and Political Geography, ICthnology, General Political and 
Constitutional History of Europe, Political and Constitutional His¬ 
tory of Faigland, Political and Constitutional History of the United 
States, Bibliography of the Political Sciences, History of Roman 
I.awr to the Present Day, Ctunparativc Constitutional Law' of the 
Principal European States and of the United States, Statistical 
Science—Methods and Results, Comparative Jurisprudence of the 
Principal E.uropean Systems of Civil Law , Comparative Constitu¬ 
tional Law of the Several Commonw ealths of the American Union, 

'•'John \V. Burgess, “The Study of the Political Sciences in Columbia College,” 
International Review, Xlf (1882), 348. 
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History of Diplomacy, Comparative Administrative Law of the 
Principal States of Europe and of the United States, Comparative 
Administrative Law of the Several Commonwealths of the Ameri¬ 
can Union, Private International Law, social sciences: Commn- 
nistic and Socialistic Theories; political economy: History of Po¬ 
litico-Economic Institutions, Taxation and Finance; philosophy: 
History of Political Theories from Plato to Hegcl.'^ 

Similarlv% the courses differentiated in 1892-93 at Harvard under 
the heading of “Government” comprised: Constitutional Govern¬ 
ment; Elements of International Law (which included history of 
diplomacy); History and Institutes of Roman Law, Federal Ciov- 
ernment—Historical and Comparative; Leading Principles of Con¬ 
stitutional Law—Selected Cases American and English; History of 
Political Theories, with particular reference to the origin of Amer¬ 
ican institutions; Government and Political Methods in the United 
States; and International Law as Administered by the Courts.*'^ 

In its further development political science as an academic disci¬ 
pline has undergone a process of both contraction and expansion. 
On the one hand, new schools and departments have absorbed 
much of the subject matter that was formerly taught in depart¬ 
ments of political science because there was no other place in the 
university to teach them. On the other hand, however, new practical 
interests have continued to call for the inclusion of new subjects 
of instruction in the curriculum. 

riius today the curriculum of political science still bears the 
unmistakable marks of its haphazard origin and development. To 
pick out at random some courses from two departments of political 
science with which 1 am familiar, what have “Plato’s Political Phi¬ 
losophy and Its Metaphysical Foundation” and “The Politics of 
Conservation” in common, or “General Principles of Organiza¬ 
tion and Administration” and “International Law,” or “Conduct 
of American Foreign Relations” and “Introduction to Jurispru¬ 
dence,” or “Nationalism” and “Political Behavior and Public Pol¬ 
icy,” or “Russian Political and Economic Institutions” and “Public 
Personnel Administration”.^ l*he only common denominator which 

4 lloxic et al., op. cit., pp. 305-6. 

5 Anna Iladdow, Political Science in American Colleges and Universities, 
16^6-1900 (New York: Appleton-Ccntury, 1939), p. 175. 
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now ties these courses loosely together is a general and vague 
orientation toward the nature and activities of the state and tow ard 
activities which have in turn a direct hearing upon the state. Beyond 
that orientation toward a common subject matter, defined in the 
most general terms, contemporary^ political science has no unity 
of method, outlook, and purpose. 

As concerns method, political science, is split five w ays, and 
four of these methodological positions have hardly anything in 
common. Their disparity is such that there is hardly even a possi¬ 
bility of fruitful discourse among the representatives of the different 
approaches beyond polemics which deny the very Icgitinvacy of 
the other approaches. These approaches can be classified as philo¬ 
sophic thcoly^ empirical theory, empirical science, description, and 
practical amelioration. 

These five methodological approaches are not peculiar to political 
science. They have appeared in other social sciences as w-ell—such 
as psychology, economics, and sociology—yet with two significant 
differences. First of all, the other social sciences have traditionally 
shown a much greater awareness of the existence, nature, -md 
separate functions of these approaches than has political science. 
Second, they have been able, at least at times, to rid themselves 
in good measure of the ameliorative and vocational approach which 
has by itself only a minimum of intellectual relevance. Political 
science, on the other hand, has never squarely faced the method¬ 
ological problem in terms of the intrinsic character of these different 
approaches and the functions which they are able to perform for 
the understanding of its subject matter. These five approaches have 
rather coexisted without clear distinction wfithin the departments of 
political science, one to be emphasized over the others at different 
times and places according to the pressures of supply and demand. 
Here, too, the development has been haphazard and subject to acci¬ 
dent rather than guided by certain fundamental requirements of 
theory. 

Thus political science has not generally been able to make that 
distinction w hich is a precondition for the development of any true 
science: the distinction between w’hat is worth knowing intellec¬ 
tually and what is useful for practice. It is this distinction which 
economics and sociology accomplished some decades ago when 
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schools of business, home economics, retailing, social work, and the 
like rook over the practical concerns which at best develop practi¬ 
cal uses for theoretical know ledge or else have but the most tenuous 
connection with it. Political science has taken a similar step in 
some instances bv organizing the practical uses of political science 
for the amelioration of government activities in schools of admin¬ 
istration and the like. But not only has this separation been excep¬ 
tional rather than typical, it has also been made as a matter of 
coincnience rather than in application of a generally acceptcil 
tUcorelical principle. In conscx^ucncc, inxprovcmcnt of the prt>cesses 
of government is still generally considered not only a w orthw hilc 
activity to be engaged in by political scientists but also a legitimate, 
and sometimes even the only legitimate, clement of political science 
as an academic discipline, to be taught under any of the course 
headings composing its curriculum. 

It should be pointed out in passing that we are dealing here 
not with a specific subject matter but with a particular method, 
a particular intellectual approach. This approach will naturally 
manifest itself most frequently and typically in those fields of politi¬ 
cal science w hich ha\ e a direct relevance to the operations of gov¬ 
ernment, such as public administration, but it is bv no means 
litnitcd to them. The other fields of political science, such as inter¬ 
national relations, American governntent, constitutional law, and 
parties, have at times been dominated by the practical approach 
seeking practical remedies for conditions regarded as being in need 
of amelioration. 

Yet it is exactly this commitment of modern political science to 
practical ends w hich has powerfully contributed to its decline as 
theory. Mc^dern poVirica\ science has \)een iargeiy committed to the 
practical goals of liberal refonn. Fach major achievement in the 
direction of one of these goals w as expected to bring society tluit 
much closer to solving once and for all one of the perennial prob¬ 
lems of politics, such as inequality, insecurity, conflict, violence, 
power itself—and none ever did. I'hc old problems reappeared in 
a new garb, mocking the scientific pretenses and eschatological ex¬ 
pectations of liberal political science, and yeJ'tcrday's hope and 
today’s achievement became tomorrow’s illusion. To this succession 
of l)Iow s which liberal politics suffered at the hands of experience 
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niusr be nttrilnired in gcjod measure its disenchantment ^\ ith reform 
and its decline in creative thought and action. I'he grand ameliora¬ 
tive schemes of liberal political science petered out in proposals 
for piecemeal improvements from which no great things can be 
expected. 

Thus description is today the method most widely used in politi¬ 
cal science. I'actvval information arranged according to certain tra¬ 
ditional classifications still dominates most of the textbooks in the 
field. While it is unneccssarv to argue the case for the need for 
factual information, it ouglit to be no more nccessar\" to argue 
that factual description is not science but a mere, however indis¬ 
pensable, preparation for the scientific understanding of the facts. 
It nray, however, point toward a theoretical awakening that de¬ 
scriptive political science tends to dress up descriptive accounts f)f 
facts in theoretical garb and t<t use fancy classifications and ternu- 
nologies in order to conceal the mere descriptive character of its 
substance. While the theoretical pretense of factual accounts shows 
an awareness of the need for theoretical understanding, that tinder¬ 
standing itself requires more than the demonstrative use of an 
elaborate apparatus of classification and terminology. 

With this last type of descriptive political science w hich overlap s 
its descriptive substance with theoretical pretense, we are in the 
borderland where description and empirical science merge. Rm- 
pirical science is today the most vigorous branch of political science 
and tends to attract many of the abler and more inventive students. 
Taking its cue from the natural sciences, or what it thinks the 
natural sciences are, it tries to develop rigorous methods of quanti¬ 
tative verification w hich are expected in good time to attain the 
same precision in the discovery of uniformities and in prediction 
to which the natural sciences owe their theoretical and practical 
success. 

I have argued elsewhere against this analogy between the social 
and the natural sciences,*’’ and this is not the place to resume the 
controvei*sy. It must suffice here to state dogmatically that the 
object of the social sciences is man, not as a product of nature but 
as both the creature and the creator of history in and through 

Scientific Man vs. Power Politics (Chicago: Universirv of Chicago Press, 
1946 ). 
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w hich his individiialir\' and freedom of choice manifest themselves. 
To make suscepribilitv to quantitative measurement the yardstick 
of the scientiiic character of the social sciences in general and of 
political science in particular is to deprive these sciences of that 
very orientation w hich is adequate to the understanding of their 
subject matter. 

The inadequacy of the quantitative method to the subject matter 
of political science is demonstrated by the limitation of its success 
to those t\ pcs of political behavior which by their very nature lend 
themselves to a certain measure of quantification, such as voting, 
and the ban enness of the attempts to apply the quantitative method 
to phenomena which arc detenuined by historic individuality, ra¬ 
tional or moral choice. As concerns these phenomena, the best quan¬ 
tification can achiex e is to confirm and refine knowledge w hicli 
theory has already discovered. It w^ill not do to argue that this limi¬ 
tation is due to the ‘1)ack\\'ardness” of political science which could 
be overcome if only more and better people wwild spend more time 
and money for (juantification. For that argument to be plausible, the 
limitation is too persistent, and it becomes ever more spectacular as 
more and better people spend more time and money to make it a 
success. 

Once quantification has left that narrow sphere where it can con¬ 
tribute to relevant knowledge, two roads arc open to it. Either it 
can trv to quantify phenomena which in their aspects relevant to 
political science are not susceptible to quantification, and by doing 
so obscure and distort what political science ought to know; thus 
much of quantitative political science has become a pretentious col¬ 
lection of trivialities. Or, dimly aw are of this inadequacy, quantifi¬ 
cation may shun contact wfith the empirical phenomena of political 
life altogether and try to find out instead what the correct w^ay of 
quantif\ ing is. Basic to this methodological concern is the assump¬ 
tion that the failure of quantification to yield results in any w^ay 
proportionate to the effort spent follow s from the lack of a correct 
quantitative method. Once that method is discovered and applied, 
quantification wall yield the results in precise knowledge its adher¬ 
ents claim for it. 

However, it is obvious that these methodological investigations, 
patently intended for the guidance of empirical research, have 
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hardly exerted any influenec upon tite latter. This div(»rcc of meth¬ 
odology from empirical investigation is not fortuitous. For it points 
not only to the inadccpiacy of the quantitative method for the un¬ 
derstanding of much of the subject matter of political science, an 
inadequacy which must become particularly striking wlicn quanti¬ 
fication is confronted in its pure theoretical form with the nctualiry 
of political life. I'hat divorce also illuminates a tendenev, common 
not only to all methodological endeavors in the social sciences bur 
to general philosophy as well, to retreat ever more from contact with 
the empirical world into a realm of self-sufficient abstractions. Logi¬ 
cal positivism and general semantics owe their existence as independ¬ 
ent branches of philosophy to this ‘"new' scholasticism,'' as it has 
been aptly called.'^ General sociological thcorv is dominated by it, 
and it has left its impact also upon political science, l^he new’ scho¬ 
lastic dissolves the substance of know-ledge into the processes of 
knowing; he tends to think about how^ to think and to conceptualize 
about concepts, regressing ever further from empirical reality until 
he finds the logical consummation of his endeavors in mathematical 
symbols and other formal relations. And it is not fortuitous that the 
apparent precision of his formal categories tends to go hand in hand 
with an often shocking imprecision of his vestigial substantive 
thought; for, to the extent that objective reality demands qualitatixe 
evaluation, formalism either misses the point altogcrhcr or else 
distorts it, 

A remarkable example of this new polirical science—remarkable 
by virtue of the reputation of its authors and of its ow n claims—is 
l.asswcll and Kaplan, Poirer and Society: A Pravienxork for Politi¬ 
cal Inquiry.^ This book claims to be “a book of polirical theory, not 
an analysis of the contemporary or impending political situation'’ 
(p. ix). Critical of the German Staatslehre and of De Tocqucville 
and Bryce, it finds itself “much closer to the straightforward enq^iri- 
cal standpoint of Machiavclli’s Discourses or Michels’ Political Par- 
//o'’ (p. x). “The present work is an attempt to formulate the basic 
concepts and hypotheses of political science” (p. xi). Its purpose is 
“to provide a framew'ork for political science” (p. xiii). Tliere can 

’'Barrington Moore, Jr., “The New Scholasticism and the Study of Politics,” 
World Politics, VI (1953), 122-38. 

^ New Haven: Yale University Pre.ss, 1950. 
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be no doubt that tlic authors present this work as a major contribu¬ 
tion to political theory. 

The book consists of a series of definitions and propositions, with 
conunentary, under the following headings: persons, perspectives, 
groups, influence, power, sym\)ols, practices, functions, structures, 
process. What do these definitions and propositiovts contribute to 
kitow ledger We open the book at random and read on page 13 the 
follou ing tiefinitions: “A personaUty trait is a kind of act character¬ 
istic of a self. Vhe pcrsonalhy is the totality of the personality traits 
pertaining to an actor. A person is an actor characierizcd as to per¬ 
sonality.” This is hardly more meaningful than Gertrude Stein’s 
“Rose is a rose is a rose is a rose,” and docs not have even its primi¬ 
tive phonetic charm. On page 154, we read the following proposi¬ 
tion: “Acquisition and maintenance of leadership is a function of the 
prestige of the leaders.” On page 1S7, the rulers are defined as “those 
supreme in the body politic.” On page 21H, information is conveyed 
in the form of the following definition: ""Autocracy is the form of 
rule in which the weight of power is chiefly in the hands of one 
person; oligarchy^ in the hands of a group of rulers; a republic, dis¬ 
tributed througlumt the domain.” On page 234, democracy and 
despotism are defined as follows: “A democracy is a libertarian, ju¬ 
ridical commonwealth; a despotism is a nondeinocratic rule.” riiesc 
definitions arc obviously cither platitudinous, circular, cn* tautoUtgi- 
cal, and at best convey information wliich Aristotle would have 
taken for granted. 

However, w hat vitiates this book as a major contribution to po¬ 
litical theory is a thorough misunderstanding of the nature of politi¬ 
cal theory and of its relationship to empirical research. 44ie authors 
believe that political science can be “straightforward empirical” and 
that iMachiavclli and iMichels so conceived it. We shall not deal here 
w ith the case of Michels. But do the authors not recognize the fact 
that Machiavelli was a political philosopher steeped in the ancient 
tradition, that his empirical inquirv’ is inclosed within a philosophical 
framework resting upon the pillars of jortuna and virtu, concepts 
which come straight from classical antiquity, and that his work, far 
from being “straightforward empirical,” is a philosophic protest 
against the scholastic tradition in an attempt to reassert the political 
philosophy of the ancients? Arc the authors unaware of the fact that 
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in this sense Alaeliiavcili is no more an empirieist in polities than 
Raphael and Michelangelo arc naturalists in art? Their purpose, as 
that of the Renaissance as a whole, was philosophic and not ntcrclv 
descriptive. Are the authors unfamiliar with the literature u hich has 
uncovered the philosophic system behind the seemingly empirical 
surface of Machiavclli’s \\ firings? 

One error, perhaps inconsecpiential in itself, but characteristic of 
the authors' method, w ill illustrate the point. I'he authors express 
their criticism of the metaphysical speculation of the “(lerman 
Shiiitslcbrc tradition, so influential at tlie turn of the century” (p. 
\1. As an e.xample they rjiiote J. K. Rluntsehli and give as the date 
of his / hcory of the State the year 1921. It so happens that Rluntsch- 
li was a Hegelian who died in IHSl and whose work, referred to 
l)y the authors, was published in 1S51 and IS.‘>2. What the authors 
cite is the thin! edition of the T.ngiish translation, the first of which 
appeared in 1«K5 (the year of the last Gcrtnait onei, the scemtd in 
ISb.s. Neither Uluntschli’s orijanismic brand of Hcffclianism nor 
nicraphysiciil speculation in general had an\' considerable influence 
on Clcnnan political thought at the turn of the century, having been 
replaced by the theories of social and legal liistorians such as Clierke, 
or of constitutional and comparative lawyers such as Laband, Gneist, 
and Jcllinek. In 1921 liluntsclili and his lueiaphvsical speculations 
were a mere historic rccollccrion, and the epic strtiggle between 
Kclscn, the philosopher of the pure tlicory of law, and his politically 
oriented enemies pro\'idcd the great issues in political science. 

The authors are nor only careless alxnii the incontestable facts of 
j)olitical theory; thc\' are also given to sweeping judginents barely 
supported by evidence, l.ct us examine the following statement: 
“Many of the most influential political writings—those of Plato, 
Locke, Rousseau, the FedcraUst, and others—liavc not been con¬ 
cerned M ith political inquiry at all, but with the justification of ex¬ 
istent or proposed political structures. Wc say such works formulate 
politic id doctrine rather than propositions of politicd science'' (p. 
xi). What is correct in this statement is that the great writings of 
political theory had as their ultimate purpose the justification of a 
certain political system. 'Phis is true of Plato and Locke, as it is of 
Machiavelli and Michels. I'hcrc have been thinkers who were “not 
concerned with political inquiry at all,” as there were and arc those 
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^^'ho arc concerned w ith nothing bur political science conceived in 
“straightforward empirical” terms; most of them for that very rea¬ 
son have been, and will \)c, forgotten. What makes it today worth 
reading Plato, Locke, Rousseau, the Federalist, and above all Aris¬ 
totle (w horn the authors have omitted from their list) is exactly that, 
within the framew-ork of a political doctrine, they have given us the 
results of political inquiry in the form of propositions of political 
science, more profound and more illuminating bv far than anything 
that a “straigluforw ard empirical standpoint” has to offer. 'I'he au¬ 
thors arc unable to see that a political science inclosed in nothing 
but an empirical framework is a contradiction in terms and a mon¬ 
strosity. The inrcllcctual barrenness of the present work, its logical 
aimlessness and diffuseness, and its excessive concern wdth verbal 
artifices are the results of this fundamental misvindertanding. 

Iwery student approaches the political scene, whether as a thinker 
or as an actor, with certain intellectual and moral preconceptions 
regarding it. His thoughts and actions arc determined bv those pre¬ 
conceptions. In other words, he looks at the political scene from a 
perspective which is determined b\’ his philosophy and which he 
will share w irh some but not with other observers. Whether or not 
he approves of it, w hether or not he realizes it, he is a political phi- 
lostjpher before he is a political scientist. All observers of politics, 
then, bring to their observations a framew'ork r)f political philoso¬ 
phy, however inarticulate and fragmentary it mav be. It is only 
within such a philosophical framew ork that an empirical framework 
of political inquiry can have meaning and that empirical inquiry can 
become fruitful. Of the realization in theory and practice of that 
necessary relationship between political philosophy and empirical 
inquiry, Aristotle provides the unrivaled e.vample. 

Our authors have subjected Aristotle to a kind of content analy¬ 
sis and have found, on the basis of a sample of three hundred sen¬ 
tences, that the proportion of “political philosophy (demand state¬ 
ments and evaluations) to political sScience (statements of facts and 
empirical hypotheses)” (p. 118 n.) is 25 to 75. We shall not compete 
w^ith the authors in a mechanical exercise of this kind and shall not 
even raise the question of whether the three hundred sentences 
chosen w^ere “representative samples.” We only call attention to the 
basic proposition that in politics empirical inquiry without a philo- 
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sophic framework must needs be blind, as political philosophy with¬ 
out empirical verification must needs be wholly speculative. To have 
understood this makes Aristotle a great political scientist, regardless 
of the quantitative proportions of different kinds of statements in 
his w^ork. 

We have said that all men dealing with the political realm bring 
of necessity to their field of inquiry or action a political philosophy, 
and our authors are no exception. Their philosophy is that of free¬ 
dom (pp. xiii-xxiv). Yet the difference between the layman and the 
dilettante, on the one hand, and the political scientist tvorthy of the 
name, on the other, is determined by whether the individual has 
made his political philosophy articulate and whether he has brought 
it into organic relationship with his empirical inquiry. In this respect 
all the great political thinkers of the past, from Plato and Aristotle 
ontvard, stand on one side; our authors, together wn'th many aca¬ 
demic political scientists of the day, stand on the other. The latter 
take the democratic values of freedom for granted and do not ask 
themselves what the content of those values and what the relations 
among those values and between them and other values of a non- 
democratic character must be under the conditions of the contem¬ 
porary w^orld. Nor are they aware—and they cannot be, in view of 
their preconceptions—of the necessary relationship between those 
questions of political philosophy and the franicw^ork and content of 
empirical political inquiry. As their political philosophy is inarticu¬ 
late and fragmentary, so their empirical inquiry is bound to be 
witliout direction and barren of meaning. 

I'his spectacle of two superbly endowed minds failing so thor¬ 
oughly in spite of great ability and great effort contains an clement 
of tragedy. That tragedy is not so much the tragedy of two men 
as the tragedy of political science and of philosophy in America. 
For as Mr. Lasswell is the product of a school of political science 
which was, if not hostile, in any case indifferent, to the necessary 
contribution wliich political philosophy must make to empirical in¬ 
quiry, so Mr. Kaplan is the product of a school of philosophy wdiich 
sees in the history of philosophy primarily a history of errors. These 
authors are among the most gifted representatives of schools which 
at present ride the crest of the wave. Yet in truth they represent an 
obsolescent point of view. This book perhaps constitutes the most 
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extreme, and therefore self-defeating, product of the fundamental 
errors of those schools. It may well contribute to their demise by 
virtue of its own absurdity. 

There is a revealing similarity, pointing to a common root in the 
disorders of our culture, between abstract modern political science 
and abstract modern art. Both retreat from empirical reality into a 
world of formal relations and abstract symlxds, which either on 
closer examination reveal themselves to be trivial or else arc unin¬ 
telligible, except to the initiated. Both share in the indilTercncc to the 
accumulated achievements of mankind in their respective fields; 
Plato and Phidias, St. I'homas and Cnotro, Spino/a and Rembrandt 
have no message for them. That di\orccment from reality, contem¬ 
porary and historic, deprives both of that wholesome discipline 
which prevents the mind from indulging its fancies without regard 
to some relevant objectix c standards. Thus one fashion, intellectual 
or artistic, follows the other, each oblivious of what has gone before, 
each relegated to limbo by its successors. Both abstract political sci¬ 
ence and abstract modern art tend to become esoteric, sclf-sufRcicnt, 
and self-perpetuating cults, clustered around a ‘'master,'’ imitating 
his “style,"’ and conversing in a lingo intelligible only to the mem¬ 
bers. Yet common sense, trying to penetrate the mysteries of these 
abstractions, cannot help wondering w hether even the initiated un¬ 
derstand cacli other and themselves. Perhaps, common sense contin¬ 
ues wondering, some of the “masters'" are just pulling the legs of 
their follow ers, w ho must pretend to understand in order to remain 
intellectually “up to date.” “Enlightened people,” to quote Georges 
Sorcl, “dare not admit that they cannot understand arguments that 
are presented in vcr\' sophisticated language by an illustrious writer.” 

With this emphasis upon theoretical abstractions which have no 
relation to political reality, the methodology of political science 
joins a school w hich from the l)cginning to this day has occupied an 
honored hut lonely place in the curriculum of political science: po¬ 
litical theory. Political theory as an academic discipline has been 
traditionally the history of political philosophies in chronological 
succession, starting with Plato and ending, if time permits, with 
Laski. As an academic discipline, political theory has been hardly 
more than an account of wdiat writers of the past, traditionally re¬ 
garded as “great,” have thought about tlie traditional problems of 
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politics, with hardly a systematic attempt being made to correlate 
that historic knowledge to the other fields of political science and to 
the contemporary political world. “I'he danger,” in the words of Sir 
Ernest Barker, “of some subjects of speculation—I would cite in evi¬ 
dence literary criticism as well as political theory—is that they may 
be choked, as it were, by the history of their own past.”'* Thus po¬ 
litical theory as an academic discipline has been intellectually sterile, 
and it is not by accident that some of the most important contribu¬ 
tions to contemporary political the()ry have been made not by pro¬ 
fessional political scientists but by theologians, philosophers, and 
sociologists. 

Political theory remained an indispensable part of the curriculum, 
not because of the vital influence it vv as able to exert upon our think¬ 
ing, but rather because of a vague conviction that there w as some¬ 
thing venerable and respectable in this otherwise useless exercise. 
Thus the acadcmiic concern with political theory tended to become 
an intellectually and practically meaningless ritual w hich one had to 
engage in for reasons of tradition and prestige before one could 
occupy one’s self w ith the things that really mattered. 

The awareness of this contrast between the prestige of political 
theory and its actual lack of relevance for the understanding of con¬ 
temporary political problems has led theory closer to the contem¬ 
porary political world. On the other hand, the awareness of the 
meagerness of the insights to be gained from strictly empirical inves¬ 
tigations has made empirical political science search for a theoretical 
framework. Avoiding the limitations of the traditional approaches 
and fusing certain of their elements, contemporary political science 
is in the process of reviving a tradition to w hich most of the classics 
of political science ow e their existence and influence. 'Ehe intent of 
that tradition is theoretical: it w’ants to understand political reality 
in a theoretical manner, that is, by bringing to bear upon it propo¬ 
sitions of both objective and general validity. I'hese propositions 
claim to be objective in that their validity is not affected by the sub¬ 
jective limitations of the observer. They claim to be general in that 
their validity is not affected by the peculiar circumstances of time 
and place of the subject matter. 

^The Study of Political Science and Its Relation to Cognate Studies (Cam¬ 
bridge; Cambridge University Press, 1929),pp. 25-26. 
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The subject matter of this theoretical concern is the contempt)- 
rarv political world. This branch of political science, which we call 
empirical theory, reflects in theoretical terms upon the contempo¬ 
rary political world. The political world, however, poses a formida¬ 
ble obstacle to such understanding. This obstacle is of a moral rather 
than an intellectual nature. Before we turn to the requirements of 
such an empirical theory and its central concept, we have to dispose 
of the moral problem with which political science must come to 
terms. 
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The moral position of the political scientist in 
society is amhivalcnt; it can even be called paradoxical. For the 
political scientist is a product of the society which it is his mission 
to understand. He is also an active part, and freti|ucntly he seeks to 
he a leading part, of that society. To be faithful to his mission he 
would, then, have to overcome two limitations: the limitation of 
origin, which determines the perspective from which he looks at 
society, and the limitation of purpose, which makes him wish to 
remain a member in good standing of that society or ev en to play a 
leading role in it. 

I he mind of the political scientist is molded by the societv^ \\ hich 
he observes. His outlook, his intellectual interests, and his mode of 
thinking are determined by the civilization, the national community, 
and all the particular religious, political, economic, and social groups 
of hich he is a member. The “personal cejuation” of the political 
scientist both limits and directs his scludarly pursuits. The truth 
which a mind thus socially conditioned is able to grasp is likewise 
socially conditioned. I he perspective of the observer determines 
what can be known and how it is to l)c understood. In consequence, 
the truth of political science is of necessity a partial truth.^ 

Upon a mind hich by its very nature is unable to see more than 
part of the truth, society exerts its pressures, which confront the 
scholar w ith a choice between social advantage and the truth. I'he 
stronger the trend toward conformity within the society and the 
stronger the social ambitions within the individual scholar, the 
greater will be the temptation to sacrifice the moral commitment to 
the truth for social advantage. It follows that a respectable political 
science—respectable, that is, in terms of the society to be investi- 
gated—is in a sense a contradiction in terms. For a political science 

* Cf. below, pp. 37 ff., the comment on the changing perspectives of political 
science. The views, expressed here necessarily in an aphoristic form, develop 
further what was said in Scientific Man vs. Power Politics (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1946), pp. 166-67. 
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which is faithful to its moral commitment of telling the truth about 
the political world cannot help telling society things it docs not 
w ant to hear. I'hc truth of political science is the truth about pow er, 
its manifestations, its configurations, its limitations, its implications, 
its law's. Yet one of the main purposes of society is to conceal these 
truths from its members. Thar concealment, that elaborate and subtle 
and purposeful misunderstanding of the nature of political man and 
of political society, is one of the cornerstones upon which all soci¬ 
eties are founded.- 

In his search for truth, the political scientist is hemmed in by 
society in three different wavs: with regard to the objects, the re¬ 
sults, and the methods of his inquiry. In so far as the pf)litical scien¬ 
tist yields to these pressures, he violates his moral commitment to 
discovering the truth of socictw 

In all societies certain social problems cannot be investigated at 
all, or only at grave risk to the investigator. I'he basic philosophic 
assumptions by wi^ich a society lives are \)Cvond scientific in\ esriga- 
tion. h'or to question them is tantamount to questioning the worth 
of society itself, its justice, its rationality, its very right to exist. Thus 
a theocratic society cannot permit the scientific investigation of its 
religious beliefs. A Marxist society cannot tolerate scientific inquiry 
into dialectic materialism. In a society based upon racial discrimi¬ 
nation, race problems are beyond the ken of social science. 'The 
profit motive and free enterprise arc taboo in capitalistic societies, 
and the popular control of government wfill be taken for granted 
rather than questioned in democracies. 

Similarly, in all societies certain results are beyond the reach of 
scientific inquiry, or they can be reached only at great personal 
risks. No Russian economist is likely to conclude publicly that capi¬ 
talism is superior to communism, nor is an American professor of 
economics likely to maintain the reverse position. Social scientists 
in monogamic societies are not likely to see virtue in polygamy, and 
in a scientific civilization, they will emphasize the advantages of sci¬ 
ence rather than its liabilities. 

What is true of the objects and results of scientific investigation 
is true likewise of its methods. In a humanistically or religiously 

2 For an elaboration of this theme see ibid,, pp. 155 ff.; Politics mnon^ Nations 
(2cJ ed.; New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1954), pp. 80 ff. 
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oriented society, t|iiantitativc methods and experimental methods in 
general will he at a disadvantage. The same fate will befall the 
methods of philosophic in(]uiry and rational deduction in a scien¬ 
tifically oriented society, j'hiis different societies put the stamp of 
social approval or disapproval upon different methods of inquirv, 
and the political scientist is again confronted w'ith a dilemma be¬ 
tween his commitment to the truth and his concern w ith social con¬ 
venience and advancement. 

No lengthy explanation is needed to show that those different 
pressures against w hich the political scientist must maintain his moral 
commitment are multiplied in the actual situation in which he must 
make his decisions. For the political scientist to be a member of a 
pluralistic society, such as America, means actuallv to be a member 
of a multiplicity of sectional societies of a religious, political, social, 
and economic character, all exemng parallel or contradictory pres¬ 
sures upon him. All these groups arc committed to a particular social 
“truth,” and the political scientist cannot help deviating from one or 
the other of these “truths,” if he docs not w ant to forego his moral 
commitment to discoveiing /he truth of :;<>cicty altogether. 

These pressures account for the enormous positive and negative 
influence which foundations exert upon the objc'.‘ts, results, and 
methods of research. Thev reward certain txpes of research bv 
supporting them and stimulate more research of the san^e type bv 
pronusing to support it. On the other hand, they thwart or make 
impossible other types of research by not supporting them. The 
political scientist w ho w ants to share in these rew ai ds and, l)v doing 
so, gain prestige and pow er w it bin the profession cannot help bring 
influenced bv these positive and negative expectations in his con¬ 
cept of the social truth, of the methods by w hich to seek it, and of 
the relevant results to be expected from it. 

A political science that is true to its moral commitment ought 
at the very least to be an unpopular undertaking. At its wry best, 
it cannot help being a subversive and revolutionary force with 
regard to certain vested interests—intellectual, political, economic, 
social in general. For it must sit in continuous judgment upon politi¬ 
cal man and political society, mcastiring their truth, w hich is in good 
part a social convention, by its awn. By doing so, it is not only an 
embarrassment to society intellectually, but it becomes also a politi- 
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cal threat to the defenders or the opponents of the status quo or 
to both; for the social conventions about power, which political 
science cannot help subjecting to a critical—and often destructive- 
examination, are one of the main sources from which the claims 
to pow er, and hence po\\'er itself, derive. 

It stands to reason that political science as a social institution could 
never hope even to approach this ideal of a complctclv disinterested 
commitment to the truth. For no social institution can completely 
transcend the limitations of its origin; nor can it endeavor to free 
itself completely from its commitments to the society of which it 
forms a part, without destroying itself in the attempt. Only rare 
individuals have achieved the Socratic distinction of unpopularitv, 
social ostracism, and criminal penalties, which arc the reward of 
constant dedication to the relevant cruth in matters political. Yet 
\\ hile political science as a social institution cannot hope to approach 
the ideal, it must be aware of its existence; and the awareness of its 
moral commitment to the truth must mitigate the limitations of 
origin as well as the compromises between the moral commitment 
and social convenience and ambition, both of w hich no political 
scientist can fully escape. It is the measure of the degree to which 
political science in America meets the needs of society rather than 
its moral commitment to the tmth that it is not only eminently re¬ 
spectable and popular, but—wdvat is worse—that it is also wudcly 
regarded with indifference. 

A political science that is mistreated and persecuted is likely to 
have earned that enmity because it has put its moral commitment to 
the truth above social convenience and ambition. It has penetrated 
beneath the ideological veil with which society conceals the true 
nature of political relations, disturbing the complacency of the 
powcrs-that-bc and stirring up the conscience of society. A political 
science that is respected is likely to have earned that respect because 
it performs useful functions for society. It helps to cover political 
relations with the veil of ideologies w^hich mollify the conscience of 
society; by justifying the existing powder relations, it reassures the 
powers-that-bc in their possession of powder; it illuminates certain 
aspects of the existing power relations; and it contributes to the im¬ 
provement of the technical operations of government. The relevance 
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of this political science docs not lie primarily in the discovery of the 
truth about politics bur in its contributiem to the stability of society. 

K poVitical science that is neither hated nor respected, but treated 
w ith indifference as an innocuous pastime, is likely to have retreated 
intf) a sphere that lies lieyond the positive or negative interests of 
society. 1 he retreat into the trivial, the formal, the methodological, 
the purely theoretical, the remotely historical-in short the politi¬ 
cally irrelevant—is the unmistakable sign of a “non-controversial” 
p(ditical science which has neither friends nor enemies because it 
has no relevance for the great political issues in which society has 
a stake. History and methodology, in particular, become the protcc- 
ti\ c armor w hich shields political science from contact wdth the 
political reality of the contemporary world. Political science, then, 
resembles what 'Polstoi said modern history has become: “a deaf 
man answering (jiiestions which no one has asked him.” 

By being committed to a truth which is in this sense irrelevant, 
political science distorts the perspective under which the political 
world is seen. Certain eminent exceptions notwithstanding, it tends 
t<» pass in silence over such burning problems as the nature of power 
and of the truth about it, political ideologies, the political power of 
economic organizations, alternative foreign policies, tlie relations bc- 
iw cen government and public opinion, betw een tyranny and democ¬ 
racy, between objcctit e truth and majority rule, as wxll as most of 
the other fundamental problems of contemporary democracy. By 
doing so, it makes it appear as though these problems either did not 
exist or were not important or wxre not susceptible to theoretical 
understanding. By its predominant concern with the irrelevant, it 
devaluates by implication the really important proVdems of politics. 

'I'hiis the political scientist, oblivious of his moral commitment, 
has completed his descent. The custodian of the truth and disturber 
of society's complacent conscience first de.scends to the role of the 
idcoloeuc of society and mollilier of its conscience. This role still 
requiring' n social coniniitiiienr, not to the truth but to society as it 
is, anil, hence, iinplj ing a long-tcini risk, the political scientist who 
\t ants to plav absolutely safe must take another downward step. In 
this final role, concerning himself with issues in which nobody has 
a stake, he avoids the risk of social disapproval by foregoing the 
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chance of social appix^hation. In the end, then, the concern with 
social convenience triumphs over social amhition. The commitment 
to the truth in matters political is dangerous all the time, while carry¬ 
ing w ithin it the promise of ultimate triumph and spiritual perfec¬ 
tion. The commitment to society as it is may be dangerous in the 
long run, carrying within it the promise of social rewards. Retreat 
from any commitment, to truth or to society, is free of danger, 
carrying w ithin it no other reward but that freedom from danger 
itself. 

What, then, ought a political science to be like, w hich does justice 
both to its scientific pretense and to its subject matter? I'hc answ er 
to this question, in so far as it concerns the scientific pretense of 
political science, derives from three basic propositions: the impor¬ 
tance of political philosophy for political science, the identity of 
political theory and political science, the ability of political science 
to communicate objective and general truth about matters political. 

Political science, like all science, is both in the general conception 
of its scope and method and in its particular concepts and opera¬ 
tions a—largely iinavowcd—reflection of philosophic propositions. 
I'ven the most antiplulosophic science of politics is founded upon 
a philosophic understanding of the nature of man and society and 
of .science itself. 'Fhat understanding is philosophic in that its validity 
does not derive from its being capable of empirical verification 
(although it may be so \ crificd) but rather from its logical consist¬ 
ency with certain general propositions which claim to present the 
true nature of reality. Political science needs neither to prove nor 
disprove the philosophic validity of these propositions but must as¬ 
sume the fallacy of some and the validity of others. I'hc choice of 
these philosophic assumptions cannot but limit the scope, outlook, 
method, and purpose ()f political science. Political science is of ne¬ 
cessity based upon, anil permeated by, a total world view—religious, 
poetic as weW as philosophic in nature—the validity of w hich it must 
take for granted. 

During most of the history of Western political thought, the 
functions of political philosophy and political science were united 
in the same persons. The great political philosiq^hcrs were also the 
great political scientists deriving concrete, empirically verifiable 
propositions from abstract philosophic ones. If the disintegration 
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of the great poVitica^ systems in the nineteenth century and the con¬ 
comitant development of a separate political science to which we 
have referred abo\'C had led only to a division of labor between 
political philosophy and political science, no objection on principle 
would have been in order. However, the denial of the legitimacy 
and relevance of political philosophy for political science, prevalent 
in our day, is quite a different matter. For by denying that legiti¬ 
macy and relevance, political science cuts itself off from the very 
roots to which it owes its life, which determine its grow^th, and 
w hich give it meaning. A political science that knows nothing but 
its own subject matter cannot even know^ that subject matter well. 
Contemporary political science, predominantly identified with a 
positivistic philosophy w hich is itself a denial of virtually all of the 
pV\i\osoph\e iradiuous of the West, has, as \t were, mvtulated \tsc\f 
by refusing itself access to the sources of insight available in the 
great philosophic systems of the past, ^'et without that access it can¬ 
not even recogni/e, let alone understand, some of the perennial 
pvc)bleu\s of politics which contemporary experience poses with 
almost unprecedented urgency. 

W'hv is it that all men lust for power; whv is it that even their 
noblest aspirations arc tainted by that lust? Wh\" is it that the politi¬ 
cal act, in its concern w ith man's power over man and the concom¬ 
itant denial of the other man's freedom, carries within itself an ele¬ 
ment of immoralitN’ and puts upon the actor the stigma of guilt? 
\\1iv is it, hnallv, that in politics good intentions do not necessarily 
produce good results and well-conceived plans frcqucntlv lead to 
failure in action, and why is it, conversely, that evil men have some¬ 
times done great gov>d in politics and improvident ones have fre¬ 
quently been successful? Here we are in the presence of the mystery, 
the sin, and the tragcd\' of politics. The problems that these ques¬ 
tions raise are not scientific but philosophic in nature. Yet without 
the awareness of their legitimacy and relevance political science is 
precluded from e\ cn raising certain problems essential to the scien¬ 
tific understanding of politics.-^ 

The same antiphilosophic position, prevalent in contemporary po¬ 
litical science, is responsible for the common distinction l)etween 

•* ("f. on this gcMicral problem the discussion on values in the social sciences in 
America, Vol. XCII (Oct. 9, 30, I954). 
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political theory and political science. Theory, being by definition 
useless for practical purposes, was assigned that honorific but inef¬ 
fectual position to w hich w c have referred before, and main empha¬ 
sis w as placed upon science w hose immediate usefulness for society 
the natural sciences seemed to have demonstrated. 

Perhaps no event has had a more disastrous effect upon the devel¬ 
opment of x\merican political science than this dichotomy between 
political theory and political science. For it has made political theory 
sterile by cutting it ofi' from contact with the contemporary issues 
of politics, and it has tended to deprive political science of intellec¬ 
tual content by severing its tics with the Western tradition of politi¬ 
cal thought, its concerns, its accumulation of wisdom and knowi- 
edge. When American political science became sporadically aw^are 
of that impoverishment suffered by its ow^n hands, it resorted to the 
remedy of adding more courses in political theory to the curricu¬ 
lum, or making them compulsory, or requiring knowledge of politi¬ 
cal theory in examinations. However, the remedy has been of no 
avail; for it derives from that vcr\’ dichotomy between political the¬ 
ory and political science, which is at the root of the disease itself. 

Of that disease, the plight of comparative government as an aca¬ 
demic discipline provides a striking example. The comparison of 
different political institutions and systems requires logically a tert'mm 
coviparatioms^ that is, a proposition w^hich provides a standard for 
comparison. That standard, in order to be meaningful, cannot be 
merely empirical but must have a theoretical significance pointing 
to propositions of general validity. Comparative government, in 
order to be an academic discipline at all, then, requires a theory of 
politics that makes meaningful comparisf)ns possible. In the absence 
of such a theory, it is not fortuitous that comparative government 
is hardly more than the description of, or at best a series of theories 
about, individual political institutions and systems without com¬ 
parison. 

The very distinction betw een political theory and political science 
is untenable. Historically and logically, a scientific theory is a sys¬ 
tem of empirically verifiable, general truths, sought for their own 
sake. This definition sets theory apart from practical knowledge, 
common-sense knowledge, and philosophy. Practical knowledge is 
interested only in truths which lend themselves to immediate prac- 
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tical application; common-sense knowledge is particular, fragmen¬ 
tary, and unsystematic; philosophic knowledge may be, but is not of 
necessity, empirically verifiable. What else, then, is scientific knowl¬ 
edge if not theory? It follows that political science cannot be made 
more theoretical by increasing emphasis upon the separate field of 
political theory but only by infusing all branches of political science 
susceptible of theoretical understanding with the spirit of theory. 

The same philosophic position which has made political science 
disparage philosophy and separate itself from theory has also made 
it deny the existence and intelligibility of objective, general truths 
in matters political. That denial manifests itself in different ways on 
different levels of discourse. On the level of the general theory of 
democracy, it leads to the conclusion that the decision of the ma¬ 
jority is the ultimate datum beyond which neither analysis nor eval¬ 
uation can go. On the level of the analysis of political processes and 
decisions, it reduces political science to the explanation of the ways 
by which pressure groups operate and the decisions of government 
are reached. A political science thus conceived limits itself to the 
descriptive analysis of a complex of particular historic facts. Its de¬ 
nial of the existence and intelligibility of a truth about matters po¬ 
litical that exists regardless of time and place implies a denial of the 
possibility of political theory both in its analytical and normative 
sense. What a political science of the past has discovered to be true, 
then, is true only in view of the peculiar and ephemeral historic cir¬ 
cumstances of the time, carrying no lesson for us or any other 
period of history, or else is a mere reflection of the subjective pref¬ 
erences of the observer. The political science of the past is thus 
reduced, in so far as it seeks empirical analysis, to the description of 
an ephemeral historic situation and, as normative theory, becomes 
undistinguishable from political ideology. 

This being so, contemporary political science is caught in the 
same relativistic dilemma and is no more able to transcend the limi¬ 
tations of time and place than were its predecessors. Either it will be 
tempted to overcome the limits of its relativist assumptions, whose 
nihilistic consequences it is unable to face, by taking flight in a sub¬ 
jective dogmatism that identifies the perspective and preferences of 
the observer w’ith objective, general truth. T. hus it becomes the ide- 
ology of a particular view' of society, reflecting particular social in- 
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rerests. Or else political science will travel the relativistic road to the 
end and surrender the very concept of objective, general truth, con¬ 
cluding from the subjectivity of its own insights that there is noth¬ 
ing but opinion and that one opinion is as good as another, provided 
society docs not object to it. 

Wc cannot here enter into a detailed discussion of this fundamen¬ 
tal problem; two observations must suffice. Political science, like any 
science, presupposes the existence and accessibility of objective, 
general truth. If nothing that is true regardless of time and place 
could be said about matters political, political science itself would 
be impossible. Yet the whole history of political thought is a living 
monviment to that possibility. I'he relevance for ourselves of in¬ 
sights which political scientists of the past, reflecting upon matters 
political under the most diverse historic circumstances, considered 
to be true, points tow ard the existence of a store of objective, gen¬ 
eral truths which arc as accessible to us as they w ere to our prede¬ 
cessors. If it were otherwise, how' could w c not onl\' understand, 
but also appreciate, the political insights of a Jeremiah, a Kautilva, 
a Plato, a Bodin, or a Hobbes? 

The content of political science is not to be determined a priori 
and in the abstract. A theory is a tool for understanding. Its purpose 
is to bring order and meaning to a mass of phenomena w hicli w ith- 
out it w^ould remain disconnected and unintelligible. There is a 
strong tendency in contemporary political science to force theory 
into a Procrustean bed by judging it by its conformity w ith certain 
pre-established methodological criteria rather than b\' its intrinsic 
contribution to knowledge and understanding. I'hc result is an 
academic formalism which in its concern with mcthotlological re¬ 
quirements tends to lose sight of the goal of knowledge and under¬ 
standing which method must serve. One is reminded of the answ er 
w hich Galileo is reported to have received when he invited some of 
his critics to look through a telescope at an astronomical phenom¬ 
enon the existence of which they had denied; they said that there 
was no need for them to use this empirical instrument since accord¬ 
ing to Aristotle such a phenomenon could not exist. One is also 
reminded of the tendencies of the French literature of the seven¬ 
teenth, the German literature of the eighteenth, and the French art 
of the nineteenth centuries to make the compliance with certain 
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formal requirements the ultimate standard of literary and artistic 
value. And one takes heart from the impotence of such attempts to 
prevent for long the human mind from seeking and finding what is 
important in science, literature, and art. 

The validity of a theory, then, does not depend upon its conform¬ 
ity with a priori assumptions^ methodological or otherwise, k is 
subject to a purely pragmatic test. Docs this theory broaden our 
know ledge and deepen our understanding of wdiat is w^orth know¬ 
ing? If it docs, it is good, and if it does not, it is worthless, regardless 
of its a priori assumptions. 

The content of theory, then, must be determined by the intellec¬ 
tual interest of the observer. What is it \vc want to know^ about 
politics? What concerns us most about it? What questions do w e 
w^ant a theory of politics to answ er? I'hc replies to these three ques¬ 
tions determine the content of political science and the replies may 
well differ, not only from one period of history to another, but 
from one contemporaneous group of observers to another. 

Hypothetically one can imagine as many theories of politics as 
there are legitimate intellectual perspectives from w hich to approach 
the political scene. But in a particular culture and a particular pe¬ 
riod of history, there is likely to be one perspective which for theo¬ 
retical and practical reasons takes precedence over the others. At 
one time theoretical interest was focused upon the constitutional 
arrangements within w hich political relations take place; in view of 
the theoretical and practical problems to be solved, this w as then a 
legitimate interest. At another time in the history of political sci¬ 
ence, theoretical interest w as centered upon political institutions and 
their operations; in view^ of w hat was worth knowing and doing at 
that time, this theoretical interest was again legitimate. Thus politi¬ 
cal science is like a spotlight which, while trying to illuminate the 
wdiole political world, focuses in one period of history upon one 
aspect of politics and changes its focus in accordance with new the¬ 
oretical and practical concerns.^ 

In our period of history, the justice and stability of political life 
is threatened, and our understanding of the political w'orld is chal¬ 
lenged, by the rise of totalitarianism on the domestic and inter¬ 
national scene. The novel political phenomenon of totalitarianism 

^ Cf. the discussion of international relations below, pp. 98 ff. 
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puts in doubt certain assumptions al)out the nature of man and of 
society which we took for granted. It raises issues about insrirutions 
which we thought had been settled once and for all. It disrupts and 
overwhelms legal processes on w hich wc had come to look as self- 
sufficient instruments of control. In one w ord, wdvat has emerged 
from under the surface of legal and institutional arrangements as the 
distinctive, unifying clement of politics is the struggle for pow'cr, ele¬ 
mental, undisguised, and all-pervading.^' As recently as at the end of 
the Second World War, it w^as still held by conservatives, liberals, and 
Marxists alike cither that the struggle for power was at worst a 
raucous pastime, safely regulated by law and channeletl by institu¬ 
tions, or that it had been replaced in its dominant influence by eco¬ 
nomic competition, or that the ultimate triumph of liberal democ¬ 
racy or the classless society, which w^erc expected to be close at 
hand, w^ould make an end to it altogether. I'hese assumptions and 
expectations have been refuted by the experience of our age. It is to 
the challenge of this refutation that political science must respond, as 
political practice must meet the challenge of that experience. 

Vet while political science must thus come to terms with the 
problem of power, it must adapt its emphasis to the ever changing 
circumstances of the times. When the times tend to depreciate the 
element of power, it must stress its importance. When the times 
incline tow'ard a monistic ccmception of pow er in the general scheme 
of things, it must show its liniitarions. When the times conceive of 
power primarily in military terms, it must call attention to the vari¬ 
ety of factors which go into the pow er etpiation and, more particu¬ 
larly, to the subtle psychological relation of which the web of 
powder is fashioned. When the reality of pow er is being lost sight of 
over its moral and legal limitations, it must point tv> that reality. 
When law and moralitv arc judged as nothing, it must assign them 
their rightful place. 

It may be pointed out in passing that all great contriliutions to 
political science, from Plato, Aristotle, and Augustine to 'ihe Fed¬ 
eralist and Calhoun, have been responses to such challenges arising 
from political reality. They have not been self-sufficient theoretical 
developments pursuing theoretical concerns for their ow'ii sake. 

5Cf. W. A. Robson, The University Teaching of Social Sciences: Political 
Science (Paris: UNESCO, 1954), pp. 17,63. 
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Rather, they were confronted with a set of political experiences and 
problems which defied understanding with the theoretical tools at 
hand. Thus they had to face a new political experience, unencum¬ 
bered by an intellectual tradition vv hich might have been adequate 
to preceding experiences but w hich failed to illuminate the experi¬ 
ence of the conteniporar)' world. 1'hus they were compelled to 
separate in the intellectual tradition at their disposal that which is 
historically conditioned from that which is true regardless of time 
and place, to pose again the perennial problems of politics, and 
to reformulate the perennial truths of politics, in the light of the 
contemporary experience. This has been the task of political science 
throughout its history and this is the task of political science today.® 
I'hcre is, then, in political science w hat might be called a “higher 
practicality,’' which responds to practical needs not by devising 
practical remedies, bur by broadening and deepening the under¬ 
standing of the problems from which the practical needs arose. 

By making pow er its central concept, a theory of politics docs not 
presume that none but power relations control political action. 
What it must presume is the need for a central concept w hich allows 
the obscrvxr to distinguish the field of politics from other social 
spheres, to orient himself in the maze of empirical phenomena which 
make up that field, and to establish a measure of rational order within 
it. As economics is centered upon the concept of interest defined as 
w ealth, its accumulation and distribution, so political science is cen¬ 
tered upon the concept of interest defined as power, its accumula¬ 
tion, distribution, and control. A central concept, such as power, then 
provides a kind of rational outline of politics, a map of the political 
scene. Such a map docs not provide a complete description of the po¬ 
litical landscape as it is in a particular period of history. It rather pro¬ 
vides the timeless features of its geography distinct from their ever 
changing historic setting. Such a map, then, will tell us what are the 
rational possibilities for travel from one spot on the map to another, 
and which road is most likely to be taken by certain travelers under 
certain conditions. Thus it imparts a measure of rational order to the 
observing mind and, bv doing so, establishes one of the conditions 
for successful action. 

« Cf. Alfred Cobb.'in’.s important article, “The Decline of Political Theory,” 
Political Science Quarterly, LXVIII (1953), 321-32. 
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A theory of politics, by’ the very fact of painting a rational picture 
of the political scene, points to the contrast between what the politi¬ 
cal scene actually is anti what it tends to be, but can never coin- 
pletelv become. The difference between the empirical reality of 
politics and a theory of politics is like the difference between a 
photograph and a painted portrait. The photograph shows every¬ 
thing that can be seen by the naked eye. I'hc painted portrait does 
not show everything that can be seen by the naked eye, but it shows 
one thing that the naked eye cannot sec: the human essence of the 
person portrayed. I'hus a theoiy of politics must seek to depict the 
rational essence of its subject matter. 

By doing so, a theory of politics cannot help implying that the 
rational elements of politics are superior in value to the contingent 
ones and that they arc so in two respects. They are so in view of 
the theoretical understanding which thcoiy seeks; for its very 
possibility and the extent to which it is possible depend upon the 
rationalit)' of its subject matter. A theory of politics must value that 
rational nature of its subject matter also for practical reasons. It 
must assume that a rational policy is of necessity a good policy; for 
only such a policy minimi/es risks and maximizes benclits and, 
hence, complies both with the moral precept of prudence and the 
political rc(]uirement of success. A theory of politics must want the 
photographic picture of the political scene to resemble as much as 
possible its painted portrait. 

Hence, a theory of politics presents not only a guide to under¬ 
standing but also an ideal for action. It presents a map of the politi¬ 
cal scene not only in order to understand what that scene is like but 
also in order to shou the shortest and safest road to a given objec¬ 
tive. The use of theory, then, is not limited to rational explanation 
and anticipation. A theory of politics also contains a normative 
clement. 

A curriculum of political science which would try to put such a 
theoretical understanding of politics into practice for the purposes 
of teaching would have to eliminate all those subjects which do not 
serve this theoretical understanding. It would also have to add sub¬ 
jects w hich at present are not included but which arc essential to 
such understanding. 

The process of climinaticin must move on two fronts. First, it 
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must affect those subjects which have been traditionally included in 
the field but which have no organic connection with its subject 
matter or with the perspective from w liicli conteniporary political 
science ought to view' it. Jn this category belong, for instance, all 
the legal subjects with which political science concerns itself be¬ 
cause the law^ scIkjoIs at one time did not. How ever, this practical 
consideration is unfounded today when hnv schools offer courses in 
jurisprudence and adiuinistrativc, c<institutional, and intevuation*a\ 
law'. Political science is not interested in any legal subject per se, yet 
it has indeed a vital interest in the interrelations between law and 
politics. It must look at law not as a self-contained sysicni of rules 
of conduct, but rather as both the creation and the creator of politi¬ 
cal forces. 

Second, there has been a strong tendency in political science to 
add to the curriculum subjects w hich happen to be of practical im¬ 
portance at a particular momctu, regardless of their theoretical rclc- 
\’ancc. However, what is worth knowing for practical reasons is nor 
necessarily worth know ing on theoretical grounds. A certain inno¬ 
vation in municipal administration or international organization may 
attract at one time w ide attention by virtue of the practical results 
it promises, or the political developments in a certain area of the 
world may become a matter of topical interest for public opinion. 
It still remains to be show n on theoretical grounds that such topics 
ought to be included as independent subjects in the curriculum of 
political science. On a limited scale this problem raises again the issue 
of liberal versus vocational education. 

The additions to the ciirriciffum of poVitical science, too, must be 
of tw o different kinds. On the one hand, the curriculum must take 
into account the fact that its central concept is a general social phe¬ 
nomenon w hich manifests itself most typically in the political sphere 
but is not limited to it. The phenomenon of powder and the social 
configurations to which it gives rise play an important, yet largely 
neglected, part in all social life. A configuration, such as the balance 
of power, is a general social phenomenon to be found on all levels 
of social interaction. The theoretical understanding of specifically 
political phenomena and configurations requires the understanding 
of the extent to w hich these political phenomena and configurations 
are merely the specific instances of general social phenomena and 
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configurations and the extent to w hich they grow out of their spe¬ 
cific political environment. One of the cornerstones of the curricu¬ 
lum of political science, then, ought to be political sociology, w hich 
deals with the phenomenon of pow'er and the social configurations 
to which it gives rise in general, with special reference, of course, to 
those in the political sphere.'^ 

On the other hand, the contemporary political scene is character¬ 
ized by the interaction between the political and economic spheres. 
This interaction runs counter to the liberal assumption and require¬ 
ment of actual separation, which is reflected in the academic separa¬ 
tion of the two fields. This interaction reverts to a situation w'hich 
existed before political science was established as an academic dis¬ 
cipline and which w as reflected by the academic fusion of the two 
fields in the form of political economy. The curriculum of political 
science must take theoretical notice of the actual development of 
private governments in the form of giant corporations and labor 
unions. These organizations exercise power within their own organ¬ 
izational limits, in their relations to each other, and in their relations 
to the state. The state, in turn, exercises power over them. These 
powxr relations constitute a new field for theoretical understanding.*^ 

Yet what political science needs above all changes in the curricu¬ 
lum-even though it needs them too—is the restoration of the intel¬ 
lectual and moral commitment to the truth about matters political 
for its own sake. That restoration becomes the more urgent in the 
measure in which the general social and the particular academic 
environment tends to discourage it. Society in general and that par¬ 
ticular society of which he is a professional member pull and push 
the political scientist toward being useful here and now and playing 
it safe forever. If the political scientist cannot resist these pushes and 
pulls by repairing to the vision of the searcher for the political truth, 
w^hich Plato brought to the world, and of the professor of the politi¬ 
cal truth, which the prophets exemplified, w hat w'ill become of him 
as a scholar, and what will become of a society which has deprived 

Cf. the imponant but largely neglected monograph by Frederick Watkins, 
The State as a Concept of Volitical Science (New York: Harper & Bros., 1934), 
esp. pp. 81 fT. 

^ See below, chapter 7. 
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itself of the ability to measure the conflicting claims of interested 
parties against the truth, however dimly seen? 

A society which has thus closed its eyes to the truth about itself 
has cut its tie with what connects it with the mainsprings of civiliza- 
tiotv. For without at \east the assumption that objective, general 
truth in matters political exists and can be known, order and justice 
and truth itself become the mere by-products of ever changing 
power relations. In such a society the political scientist has still an 
important part to play*, he becomes the ideologue who gives the 
appearance of truth and justice to power and the claim for it. 

Political science, as we have tried to show before, can indeed not 
help performing such an ideological function. Yet it is the measure 
of the awareness and fulfilment of its mission as a science of politics 
that it is conscious of the existence of an objective, general truth 
behind ideological rationalizations and justifications and that it seeks 
the comprehension of that truth. In order to fulfil that mission the 
political scientist must live within the political world without being 
of it. He must watch it with intense interest and sympathy; yet the 
ga'/.e of his mind and the impulse of his wnll must transcend it. He 
must understand it as well and better than does the politician, and 
vet his ambition has nothing in common w^ith the latter’s. His pri¬ 
mary moral comnutment is not to society but to the truth and, 
hence, to society only in so far as it lives up to the truth. Only so 
can he at least approach the ideal of political justice, he alone among 
those concerned with political matters; for in the words of Goethe: 
“I'he actor is always unjust; nobody has justice but the observer.” 

At such impracticality in action and ambivalence in moral com¬ 
mitment, the Socratic handmaids of all ages, the born servants of 
society, can only laugh. Of them, how ever clever and witty they 
may be, history reports nothing but laughter. Yet what they laugh 
at is the moral and intellectual outlook from which stems ou** herit¬ 
age of political know ledge and wisdom. 
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The Commitments of a Theory 
of International Politics 

With these dilemmas all attempts at a theoretical 
understanding of politics must come to terms. The intensity of the 
dilemma is proportional to the political involvement of the observer 
and to the political relevance of the subject matter. Under present 
conditions, it is likely to be greater in the field of economic policy 
than in the field of municipal government. That intensity is greatest 
in the sphere of international politics, and it is compounded by the 
presence of a dilemma which is peculiar to that sphere. 

One basic fact distinguishes international politics from all otlicr 
types of politics and exeits a persuasive influence on the practice of 
international politics as well as upon its theoretical understanding. 
That fact concerns the relationship between international society 
and its constituent members, the nation states. The constituent mem¬ 
bers of domestic society, individuals and subnational groups, live in 
an integrated society, which holds supreme power and is the reposi¬ 
tory of the highest secular values and the recipient of the ultimate 
secular loyalties. Yet these domestic societies arc the constituent 
members of international society which must defer to them in terms 
of power, values, and loyalties. What sets international society apart 
from other societies is the fact that its strength—political, moral, 
social—is concentrated in its members, its own weakness being the 
reflection of that strength. 

A theory of international politics has the task, in applying the 
general principles of politics to the international sphere, to reformu¬ 
late, modify, and qualify these principles in the light of that dis¬ 
tinctive quality of international politics. A theory of international 
politics plays, as it were, the tune which the general theory of poli¬ 
tics provides, but it plays it in a key and with variations which stem 
from the peculiarities of international society. The national interest 
defined in terms of power, the precarious uncertainty of the inter¬ 
national balance of power, the weakness of international morality. 
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the decentralized character of international law, the deceptiveness 
of ideologies, the inner contradictions of international organization, 
the democratic control of foreign policy, the requirements of diplo¬ 
macy, the problem of w ar—of these phenomena and problems of in¬ 
ternational politics theory must take account in terms of the general 
principles of politics w hich reveal themselves on the international 
scene in peculiar manifestations, owing to the peculiar character of 
international society. 

This is obviously not the place to attempt a demonstration of the 
correctness of this view, for such a demonstration would require 
the development of a substantive theory of international politics. 
Since the attempt to do this has been made elsewhere and since this 
chapter deals w ith the reejuirements and problems of such a theory 
rather than with its substance, it must suffice here to point to the 
great and peculiar difficulties which stand in the w ay of the devel¬ 
opment of such a theory and to the relatively narrow limits w^ithin 
w hich it seems to he possible. Two facts deserve special attention in 
this context: the implicit rather than explicit character of past at¬ 
tempts at a theory of international politics; and the peculiar difficul¬ 
ties impeding theoretical understanding which arise from the rela¬ 
tionship of power, morality, and the national interest as it reveals 
itself on the international scene. 

That men throughout the ages have thought little of a theory of 
international politics is borne out by the fact that but rarelv’^ an ex¬ 
plicit attempt to develop such a theory has been made; as rare in¬ 
stances of such atempts, Kautilya and Alachiavelli come to mind. 
Men have generally dealt with international politics on one of three 
levels, all alien to theory: history, reform, or pragmatic manipula¬ 
tion. That is to say, they have endeavored to detect the facts and 
meaning of international politics through the knowledge of the past; 
or they have tried to devise a pattern of international politics more 
in keeping W'ith an abstract ideal than the empirical one; or they 
have sought to meet the day-by-day issues of international politics 
by trial and error. 

Yet each of these approaches presupposes, and in actuality reveals, 
a theoretical conception of what international politics is all about, 
however fragmentary, implicit, and unavow-ed such a theoretical 
conception may be. In historians with a philosophic bent, such as 
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Thucydides and Ranke, the history of foreign policy appears as a 
mere demonstration of certain theoretical assumptions which arc al¬ 
ways present beneath the surface of historical events to provide the 
standards for their selection and to give them meaning. In such his¬ 
torians of international politics, theory is like the skeleton which, 
invisible to the naked eye, gives fomi and function to the body. 
What distinguishes such a history of international politics from a 
theory is not so much its substance as its form. The historian pre¬ 
sents his theory in the fonn of a historical recital using the historic 
sequence of events as demonstration of his theory. The theoretician, 
dispensing with the historical recital, makes the theory explicit and 
uses historic facts in bits and pieces to demonstrate his theory. 

What holds true of the historian of international politics applies 
also to the reformer. He is, as it were, a ‘‘forward-looking” theoreti¬ 
cian. His scheme of reform provides an explicit theory of what in¬ 
ternational politics ought to be, derived from an explicit or implicit 
theory of what international politics actually is. What has prevented 
William Penn, the Abbe de St. Pierre, or contemporary World Fed¬ 
eralists from developing a complete theory of international politics 
is their primary concern with practical reform rather than the ab¬ 
sence of theoretical elements in their thinking. 

This same practical concern has prevented the practitioners 
of international politics from developing an explicit theory of 
what they are doing. Even a perfunctory perusal of the speeches, 
state papers, and memoirs of such diverse types of statesmen as Bis¬ 
marck, Wilson, Churchill, and Stalin, shows that their relationship 
to theory is even closer than we found that of the historian to be. 
For the great statesman differs from the run-of-the-mill diplomatist 
and politician exactly in that he is able to see the issues confronting 
him as special cases of general and obiective—tl'iat is, theoretical- 
propositions. Here again it is not the substance of his thinking but 
the form in which it manifests itself, which distinguishes the states¬ 
man from the theoretician of international politics. Here again it is 
his practical concern, not his alienation from theory as such, which 
prev^ents him from becoming a theoretician. Yet it illuminates the 
theoretical essence of the statesman’s thinking that w henever prac¬ 
tical concerns receded into the background or seemed best served 
by theoretical considerations, the four great statesmen mentioned 
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above naturally transformed themselves from practitioners into the¬ 
oreticians, making explicit in systematic or aphoristic form the theo¬ 
retical foundations of their statecraft. 

These observations support the case for the possibility and even 
the necessity of the theoretical understanding of international poli¬ 
tics. However, by showing the scarcity of explicit, systematic theo¬ 
ries of international politics, they point to the difficulties which 
stand in the way of the dcvelopincnt of such a theory. The relation¬ 
ship of ptAver, ntorality, and the national interest constitutes one of 
these difficulties. 

On the domestic plane, the relationship of power, morality, 
and interest is so obvious as to be hardly open to controversy. In 
domestic politics, individuals pursue their interests defined in terms 
of power. These interests, in view of their relation to power, have 
three outstanding characteristics. First, the interests to which power 
attaches itself and which it serves arc as varied and manifold as arc 
the possible social objectives of the members of a given society. 
Second, these interests shift continuously from the center of politi¬ 
cal attention and emphasis to its margin until they may fade out of 
tlic political picture altogether, only to come back again when cir¬ 
cumstances change. Third, measured by the interests of society as a 
whole, these interests are partial in nature, and their existence within 
a transcendent whole both limits their nature and the manner of 
their pursuit. The very nature of the interests with which the mem¬ 
ber of a domestic socictv may identify himself is determined by the 
“common good'’ as society as a whole understands it, and so arc the 
means l)v which he may pursue those interests. 

'The relationship betw een interest and power is different on the 
international plane. Here powxr is wedded to the interests of a par¬ 
ticular nation. And while it is true, as will be pointed out in the next 
chapter, that it has not always been so and it is not likely to be so 
forever, the relatively constant relationship between power and the 
national interest is the basic datum for purposes of both theoretical 
analysis and political practice. The content of the national interest is 
likewise constant over long periods of history. All the ideal and ma¬ 
terial elements wdiich make up that content are subordinated at the 
very least to those requirements—not susceptible to rapid change— 
upon which the .survival of the nation and the preservation of its 
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identity depend. Finally—and most iinportantly-rhc national interest 
is not a fraction of a transcendent, comprehensive social interest to 
which it is subordinated and hy which it is limited botli as to content 
and to the means employed for its realization. The period of history 
when the national interest could be said to be so subordinated and 
limited has been replaced by one in which the nation has become the 
highest secular social organization and its interest the common focus 
of secular social interests. 

However, it is not these characteristics of the national interest 
which make theoretical understanding difficult. Quite to the con¬ 
trary, the constancy and supremacy of the national interest, taken 
by themselves, favor theoretical analysis. Theoretical complications 
arise from the relationship which exists between morality, on the 
one hand, power and the national interest, on the other. } lere again 
it is revealing to trace the different manifestations of the same theo¬ 
retical structure in the domestic and international sphere. 

I'he relationship betw een morality, on the one hand, power and 
interest, on the other, is threefold. First, morality limits the interests 
that pow'cr seeks and the means that pow er employs to that end. 
Certain ends cannot be pursued and certain means cannot be em¬ 
ployed in a given society within a certain period of hivStory by vir- 
tue of the moral opprobrium that attaches to them. Second, morality 
puts the stamp of its approval upon certain ends and means which 
thereby not only become politically feasible but also acquire a posi¬ 
tive moral value. These moral values, then, become an intrinsic ele¬ 
ment of the very interests that power seeks. Third, morality serves 
interests and power as their ideological justification. 

In the domestic sphere morality performs all these three I unctions 
effectively. It directs the choice of the means and ends ol power 
aw^ay from what society considers to be harmful to its purposes and 
toward what it regards to be beneficial to tiiem. What wc call a civ¬ 
ilized political community is the result of the efficiency with w'hich 
morality performs these negative and positive functions. Yet civiliza¬ 
tion requires more than the negative and positive limitations of the 
means and ends of politics. It also requires the mitigation of the 
struggle for power by glossing over powxr interests and power re¬ 
lations and making them appear as something different than wdiat 
they actually are. 
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This ideological function, which morality performs on the do¬ 
mestic scene together with the other two, has become its main func¬ 
tion for international politics. On the international scene, the indi¬ 
vidual nation is by far the strongest moral force, and the limitations 
which a supranational morality is able to impose today upon inter¬ 
national politics are both fewer and w'eaker than they were almost 
at any time since the end of the Thirty Years* War. The individual 
nation, thus having become virtually the highest moral unit on earth, 
has naturally been tempted to equate its own moral values with 
moralitv as such, and especially the most powerful nations have 
found it hard to resist that temptation. In consequence, the main 
function which morality performs today for international politics is 
ideological. It makes it appear as though the interests and policies of 
individual nations were the manifestations of universal moral princi¬ 
ples. I'he part aspires to become the whole, and there is very little to 
counteract that aspiration. It is not so much morality w hich limits 
individual interests, as it is the individual interests which identify 
themselves with morality. 

This identification of the interests and powxr of the nation wntli 
universal morality confronts theoretical understanding with formi¬ 
dable difficulties. The distinction between ideology and morality 
becomes blurred as does the distinction between ideology and the¬ 
ory. The advocate of the national crusade appears not only to pro¬ 
mote universal moral values but also to have discovered theoretical 
truth. By contrast, the theoretician w ho seeks the truth hidden be¬ 
neath these veils of ideology cannot help being in an intellectually 
and morally aw^^w ard position. His very probing of the moral pre¬ 
tenses of national interest and national power in the name of a higher 
truth and a higher morality makes him suspect of being indifferent 
to all truth and all morality. Thus to write a theory of international 
politics is not an easy thing. Perhaps this is why we have so many 
ideologies, and so few^ theories, of international politics. 

The difficulties which stand in the way of the theoretical under¬ 
standing of international politics have growm more formidable with 
the ever more intensive identification of national purposes and poli¬ 
cies with absolute truth and universal morality. Yet at the same time 
the need for such understanding has become paramount in an age in 
which the nation, deeming itself intellectually and morally self-suffi- 
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cient, threatens civilization and the human race itself with extinc¬ 
tion. To look in such circumstances at one’s own nation and its rela¬ 
tions with other nations objectively, dispassionately, critically has 
never been more difficult, hazardous, and necessary than it is today. 
This task presents a theory of international politics with its supreme 
intellectual and moral challenge. Its performance would constitute 
not only an intellectual and moral but a political triumph as well. 
For it would indicate that at least the mind of man has succeeded in 
mastering that blind and potent monster which in the name of God 
or history is poised for universal destruction. 
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We have suggested that a theory of politics, do¬ 
mestic or international, requires a central concept. For a general 
theory of politics, the concept of interest defined as power serves as 
the central focus, while a theory of international politics must be 
focused on the concept of the national interest. The controversy 
which has arisen since the end of the Second World War around the 
concept of the national interest differs from the great historical 
debates on American foreign policy in that it raises not necessarily 
a specific issue of American foreign policy but the fundamental 
issue of the nature of all foreign policy and of all politics as well. 

The great debates of the past, such as the one over intervention 
versus neutrality in 1793, expansion versus the status quo before the 
Mexican and after the Spanish-American War, international co¬ 
operation versus isolation in the twenties, intervention versus absten¬ 
tion in the late thirties—all evolved around clear-cut issues of foreign 
policy. In 1793 you were in favor of going to war on the side of 
France or of remaining neutral. In the 1840’s you approved of the 
annexation of Texas or you did not. At the turn of the century you 
supported overseas expansion or you were against it. In the twenties 
you advocated joining the League of Nations or staying out of it. 
In the late thirties you wanted to oppose the Axis Powers by all 
means short of war or you wanted to abstain from intervening. 
While what separates the two schools of thought, the “utopian” 
and the “realist,” which liavc developed around the concept of the 
national interest can sometimes be expressed in terms of alternative 
foreign policies, more often it cannot. Frequently and typically, the 
very same policies can be and are being supported by both schools 
of thought. What sets them apart is not necessarily a matter of prac¬ 
tical judgment but of philosophies and standards of thought. 

The issue the present debate raises concerns the nature of all poli¬ 
tics and, more particularly, of the American tradition in foreign 
policy. The history of modern political thought is the story of a 
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contest between two schools which differ fundamentally in their con¬ 
ception of the nature of man, society, and politics. One believes that 
a rational and moral political order, derived from universally valid 
abstract principles, can be achieved here and now. It assumes the 
essential goodness and infinite malleability of human nature and at¬ 
tributes the failure of the social order to measure up to the rational 
standards to lack of know-ledge and understanding, obsolescent so¬ 
cial institutions, or the depravity of certain isolated individuals or 
groups. It trusts in education, reform, and the sporadic use of force 
to remedy these deficiencies.^ 

The other school believes that the world, imperfect as it is from 
the rational point of view% is the result of forces inherent in human 
nature. To improve the world one must work wdth those forces, not 
against them. This being inherentl)' a world of opposing interests 
and of conflict among them, moral principles can never be fully re¬ 
alized, but at best approximated through the ever temporary bal¬ 
ancing of interests and the e\ er precarious settlement of conflicts. 
This school, then, sees in a system of checks and balances a universal 
principle for all pluralist societies.- It appeals to historic precedent 
rather than to abstract principles and aims at achievement of the 
lesser evil rather than of the absolute good. 

The conflict betw een two basic conceptions of man and politics 
is at the bottom of the present controversy. It provided in the six¬ 
teenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth centuries the issue for the debate 
on the reason of state of wdiich Friedrich Meinecke has given the 
definitive account. It separated on the occasion of the neutrality 
proclamation of 1793 Washington and Hamilton from their oppo¬ 
nents, and Hamilton has indeed given in the “Pacificus” and “Amer- 
icanus” letters the classic American formulation of the philosophy 
of the national interest. In general philosophic terms it found its 

1 This is the ideal tj^e of the utopian position rather than the empirical de¬ 
scription of any particular historic type. In actualit}-, and this is true particular¬ 
ly of the present, the utopian position in international affairs is not always con¬ 
sistent with its philosophic premises. 

2 It ought not to need special emphasis that a principle of social conduct, in 
contrast to a law of nature, allows of, and even presupposes, conduct in viola¬ 
tion of the principle. Robert W. Tucker, in “Professor Morgenthau’s Theory 
of Political ‘Realism,* ** American Political Science Review, XLV^I (March, 1952), 
214-24, has missed this and many other points in his zeal to find contradictions 
where there are none. 
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classic expression in the polemic of Burke against the philosophy of 
the French Revolution. 

In order to refute a theory which pretends to be scientific, it is 
first necessary to understand what a scientific theory is. A scientific 
theory, as pointed out before, is an attempt to bring order and mean¬ 
ing to a mass of phenomena which without it would remain discon¬ 
nected and unintelligible. Anyone \\ ho disputes the scientific charac¬ 
ter of such a theory either must produce a theory superior in these 
scientific functions to the one attacked or must, at the very least, 
demonstrate that the facts as they actually arc do not lend themselves 
to the interpretation that the theory has put upon them. When a his¬ 
torian tells us that the balance of power is not a universal principle of 
politics, domestic and international, that it was practiced in JCurope 
only for a limited period and never by the United States, that it ruined 
the states that practiced it,*^ it is incumbent upon him to tell us how 
we can dispose by means of theory of the historic data by w hich, for 
instance, David Hume demonstrated the universality of the balance 
of powder and Paul Scott Alow rcr* and Alfred A^agts"^ its practice by 
the United States; what Kautilya was writing about in the fourth 
century ii.c. w hen he summarized the theoretical and practical tradi¬ 
tion of Indian statecraft in terms of the balance of pow er; what the 
Circek city-states, the Roman republic, and the medieval emperors 
and popes w ere doing if they did not apply the principles of the 
balance of pow er; and how the nations that either neglected these 
principles or applied them wrongly suffered political and military 
defeat and even extinction, w hile the nation that applied these prin¬ 
ciples most consistently and consciously, that is. Great Britain, en¬ 
joyed unrivaled power for an unparalleled length of time. 

The historian w ho wishes to replace the balance of power as the 
guiding principle of American foreign policy with the “humani¬ 
tarian and pacific traditions” of the “coordinate state”® must first of 

Tannenbaurn in “The Balance of Power versus the Coordinate State,” Po¬ 
litical Science Quarterly, LXVII (June, 1952), 173, and in “The American Tradi¬ 
tion in Foreign Relations,” Foreign Affairs, XXX (October, 1951), 31-50. 

4 Our Foreign Affairs (New York: E. P. Dutton & Co., 1924), pp. 246 flP. 

5 “The United States and the Balance of Power,” Journal of Politics, III (No¬ 
vember, 1941), 401 49. 

^Tannenbaum, “The B.ilancc of Power versus the Coiirdinatc State,” p. 173. 
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all explain how it has come about that the thirteen original states 
expanded into the full breadtii and a good deal of the length of a 
continent, until today the strategic frontiers of the United States run 
parallel to the coastline of Asia and along the River l^lhe. If such 
arc the results of policies based upon “humanitarian and pacific tra¬ 
ditions,” never in the history of the w orld has virtue been more 
bountifully rewarded! Yet our historian must explain not only the 
great sweep of American expansion but also the specific foreign pol¬ 
icies w^hich in their historic succession make up that sw eep. Is it eas¬ 
ier to explain the successive shifts of American support from Great 
Britain to France and back again from the beginning of King 
George’s War in 1744 to the War of 1812 in terms of the “coordi¬ 
nate state” than in terms of the balance of pow er? The same ques¬ 
tion might be asked about the postponement of the recognition of 
the independence of the Spanish colonies until 1822, when the Flor- 
idas had been acquired from Spain and Spain had thereby been de¬ 
prived of the ability to challenge the United States from w ithin the 
hemisphere. The same question might be asked about the Monroe 
Doctrine itself, about Lincoln’s policies toward Great Britain and 
France, and about our successive policies w’ith regard to Mexico and 
the Caribbean. One could go on and pick out at random any foreign 
policy pursued by the United States from the beginning to the First 
World War, and one would hardly find a policy, with the exception 
perhaps of the War of 1812, that could not be made intelligil le by 
reference to the national interest defined in terms of power—political, 
military, and economic—rather than by reference to the principle of 
the “coordinate state.” This inevitable outcome of such an inquiry 
is well summarized in these w^ords: 

Ease and prosperity have made us wash the w hole world to be as happy 
and well to do as ourselves; and w^e have supposed that institutions and prin¬ 
ciples like our ow^n were the simple prescription for making them so. And 
yet, when issues of our own interests arose, wc have not been unselfish. We 
have shown ourselves kin to all the w^orld, when it came to pushing an ad¬ 
vantage. Our action against Spain in the Floridas, and against Mexico on 
the coasts of the Pacific; our attitude toward first the Spaniards, and then 
the ITcnch, wdth regard to the control of the Mississippi; the unpitying 
force with which we thrust the Indians to the wall wherever they stood 
in our way, have suited our professions of peacefulness and justice and 
liberality no better than the aggressions of other nations that were strong 
and not to be gainsaid. Even Mr. Jefferson, philanthropist and champion 
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t>f peaceable and modest government though he was, exemplified this dou¬ 
ble temper of the people he ruled. “Peace is our passion,” he had declared; 
but the passion abated when he saw the mouth of the Mississippi about to 
pass into the hands of France. Though he had loved France and hated Eng¬ 
land, he did not hesitate then what language to hold. “There is on the 
globe,'^ he wrote to Mr. Livingston at Paris, “one single spot the possessor 
of which is our natural and habitual enemy. The day that France takes pos¬ 
session of New Orleans seals the union of two nations, who, in conjunc¬ 
tion, can maintain exclusive possession of the sea. From that moment we 
must marry ourselves to the British fleet and nation.” Our interests must 
march forward, altruists though we are; other nations must see to it that 
they stand off, and do not seek to stay us. 

This realist appraisal of the American tradition ivr foreign policy was 
published in 1901 in the Atlantic Monthly, Its author w^as a profes¬ 
sor of jurisprudence and political economy at Princeton hy the name 
of Woodrow Wilson.*^ 

Nothing more needs to he said to den^onstrate that facts do not 
support a revision of American diplomatic history that tries to sub¬ 
stitute “humanitarian and pacifist traditions” and the “coordinate 
state” for powxr politics and the balance of power as the guiding 
principle of American foreign policy. What, then, does support it? 
Three things: the way xAmcrican statesmen have spoken about 
American foreign policy; the legal fiction of the “coordinate state”; 
finally, and foremost, an emotional urge to justify American foreign 
policy in humanitarian, pacifist terms. 

It is elementary that the character of a foreign policy can be as¬ 
certained only through the examination of the political acts per¬ 
formed and of the foreseeable consequences of these acts. Thus we 
can find out what statesmen have actually done, and from the fore¬ 
seeable consequences of their acts we can surmise what their objec¬ 
tives might have been. Yet examination of the facts is not enough. 
To give meaning to the factual raw material of history, we must ap¬ 
proach historical reality with a kind of rational outline, a map which 
suggests to us the possible meanings of history. In other words, we 
put ourselves in the position of a statesman who must meet a certain 
problem of foreign policy under certain circumstances and ask our¬ 
selves: what are the rational alternatives from which a statesman 

'^“Democracy and Efficiency,” Atlantic Monthly, LXXXVII (March, 1901), 
293-94. 
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may choose who must meet this problem under these circumstances, 
presuming always that he acts in a rational manner, and which of 
these rational alternatives was this particular statesman, acting under 
these circumstances, likely to choose? It is the testing oi this ra¬ 
tional hypothesis against the actual facts and their consci]uenccs 
which gives meaning to tlie facts of history and makes the scientific 
writing of political history possible. 

In the process of writing the history of foreign policy the inter¬ 
pretations by statesmen of their own acts, especially if they are made 
for public consumption, must needs have a strictly subsidiary place. 
The public self-interpretation by actors on the political scene is it¬ 
self, of course, a political act which seeks to present a certain policy 
to its presumed supporters in terms of their moral and political folk¬ 
lore and to those against which it is directed in terms which intend 
to embarrass and deceive. Such declarations may indeed shed light 
upon the character and objectives of the policy pursued if they arc 
considered in conjunction with, and in subordination to, rational 
hypotheses, actions, and likely consequences. Yet it is quite a differ¬ 
ent matter to interpret the American tradition of foreign policy in 
the light of a collection of official statements which, like most such 
statements, present humanitarian and pacifist justifications for the 
policies pursued. If anybody should be bold enough to write a his¬ 
tory of world politics with so uncritical a method he would easily 
and well-night inevitably be driven to the conclusion that from 
Timur to Hitler and Stalin the foreign policies of all nations were 
inspired by the ideals of humanitarianism and pacifism. The absurd¬ 
ity of the result is cqjnmensurate with the defects of the method. 

It is only from a method that accepts the declarations of statesmen 
as evidence of the character of the policies pursued that the princi¬ 
ple of the “coordinate state” receives a semblance of plausibility. 
Statesmen and international lawyers have been wont to speak of the 
“equal dignity” of all states, regardless of “wealth, power, size, pop¬ 
ulation or culture,”^ which I take the principle of the “coordinate 
state” to mean. It is also referred to as the principle of “federalism in 
international relations.”** As its prime examples are cited the rela¬ 
tions amongst the states of the Union, the states of the American 

® Tannenbaum, “The Balance of Power versus the Coordinate State,” p. 177. 

^Ibid. 
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system, the members of the Commonwealth of Nations, and the 
members of the Swiss Confederation. If the whole world were or¬ 
ganized in accordance with this principle, as arc already these four 
political entities, it is assumed that the freedom, dignity, and peace 
of all nations would then be assured. 

There is no need to examine the theoretical and practical merits of 
the principle of the “coordinate state,” because for none of the four 
political entities mentioned does the idea of the “coordinate state” 
provide the principle of political organization. The equality of the 
states as the political foundation of the United States became obso¬ 
lescent when Chief Justice Marshall’s Supreme Court resolved the 
ambiguity of the Constitution in favor of the federal government, 
and it became obsolete when the Civil War proved Chief Justice 
Marshall’s point. The equality of the states survives today only in 
the shadow and by virtue of the federal government’s political su¬ 
premacy, and A\ itliout the cohesive force of that supremacy there 
would be no union of equal states to begin with. ITat these powers 
of the federal government arc limited and qualified by the principle 
of federalism, that is, by the constitutionally granted powers of the 
states, is quite a different matter; it concerns the distribution of 
powers between federal government and states within a general sys¬ 
tem of checks and balances, but has nothing to do with the equality 
of the states as the alleged political foundation of the American sys¬ 
tem of government. With the exception of the equality of senatorial 
representation, the principle of the equality of the states is today, as 
it has been for almost a centurj^ devoid of political content. It serves 
only as a principle of regional organization, of'Administrative decen¬ 
tralization, and, above all, of constitutional rhetoric. What it really 
signifies was pointed out more than fifty years ago by W. A. Dun¬ 
ning w hen he summarized his answer to the question “Are the states 
equal under the Constitution?” by saying that “the theory of equal 
states falls to the ground.”^® 

Similarly, the federalism of Switzerland is the result of a long se¬ 
ries of civil wars, the last one fought a little more than a century 
ago, which established the predominance of the German-speaking 
cantons within the confederation. Here too, it is the existence of 

William Archibald Dunning, Essays on the Civil War and Reconstruction 
and Related Topics (New York: P. Smith, 1931), p. 351. 
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predominant poM cr, located in one segment of the federal system, 
which makes federalism possible in the first place. 

By the same token, the unchallengeable supremacy of the United 
States within the Western Hemisphere has throughout been the back¬ 
bone of the system of American states. As long as this supremacy is 
secure, there is, on the one hand, no need for the United States to 
assert it in the political and military sphere, and, taking it for 
granted, the United States can well afford to pursue a policy of the 
Good Neighbor; and there is, on the other hand, no opportunity for 
the other members of the system to challenge that supremacy effec¬ 
tively. This is what the principle of the “coordinate state” amounts 
to in the Western Hemisphere. Consequently, whenever there was 
even a remote possil)ilitv that the supremacy of the United States 
might be challenged, generally through instigation from outside the 
hemisphere, the United States asserted its superior power within the 
hemisphere and acted as all states must act under similar conditions. 

Whatever possibility for common political action there remains 
among the members of the Commonwealth of Nations is the result 
of the interests w hich these members may have in common. In other 
words, the member states may work together or eacli of them may 
work with other nations, as their interests dictate. Their member¬ 
ship in the Commonwealth, as the examples of India, South x\frica, 
Australia, and New Zealand clearly show% has no influence upon this 
decision; that membership is but a faint remembrance of the times 
when Great Britain could secure co-operation among the member 
states on its terms by virtue of its superior pow cr. 

What, then, have these four examples of the “coordinate state” in 
common which would establish them as a distinct type of interstate 
relationship, and w-hat conclusions can be drawn from them for the 
organization of the w orld? I'he onl>' thing that these four examples 
seem to have really in common is the legal stipulation of the equality 
of the members of the respective systems, and this characteristic is 
not peculiar to them, but a general principle of international law ap¬ 
plicable to all sovereign states. In the political sphere they seem to 
have nothing in common at all. What they tend to show% how ever, 
is the decisive importance of the distribution of political power for 
the operation of federal and egalitarian relations among states. The 
political cohesion of a federal system is the result of superior power 
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located in sonic part of it. It is by virtue of its superior power that 
the predominant part can afford to grant the other members of the 
federal system a measure of equality in the non-political sphere, 
rhese observations bring us back to power politics and the balance 
of power to which the principle of the “coordinate state” was sup¬ 
posed to be the alternative. 

In truth, it is not the disinterested consideration of facts which 
lias given birth to the theory of the “coiirdinate state.” That theory 
is rather the response to an emotional urge, and since this emotion is 
not peculiar to a particular author but typical of a popular reaction 
to the new' role which the United States must play in world affairs, 
it deserves a brief analysis. 

One of the great experiences of our time which have impressed 
themselves upon the x\merican mind is the emergence of the United 
.States as a nation among other nations, exposed to the same oppor¬ 
tunities, temptations, risks, and liabilities to which other nations have 
been traditionally exposed. This experience becomes the more shock¬ 
ing if it is compared with the expectation with which we fought the 
Second World War. We expected from that war a reaffirmation of 
the secure, detached, and independent position in world affairs 
which we had inherited from the founding fathers and which we 
had been successful in preserving at least to the P'irst World War. 
By avoiding what u e thought had been Wilson’s mistakes, we ex¬ 
pected to emerge from that war if not more independent, certainly 
more secure than we were when we entered it. In fact, not even 
in the early days of the Republic were we more exposed to danger 
from abroad than we are today, and never had we less freedom of 
action in taking care of our interests than we have today. 

It is naturally shocking to recognize that a happy chapter in the 
history of the nation and in one’s own way of life has come to an 
end. There are those who reconcile themselves to the inevitable, al¬ 
beit with sorrow rather than with glee, and try to apply the lessons 
of the past to the tasks at hand. There are others who try to escape 
from a disappointing and threatening reality into the realm of fan¬ 
tasy. Three such escapist fantasies have arisen in our midst in re¬ 
sponse to the challenge of American world leadership and power: the 
fantasy of needless American participation in war, the fantasy of 
American treason, and the fantasy of American innocence. 
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'The first of these fantasies presumes that the present predicament 
is a result not of necessity V)ut of foiiv, the fohy of American states¬ 
men who needlessly intervened in two world wars. The second of 
these fantasies attributes the present predicantent to treason in high 
places whereby the fruits of victory were handed to the enemy. The 
third of these fantasies denies that the predicament is real and prefers 
to think of it as an intcllccriial fraud perpetrated upon the American 
people. 'Fo suport this fictional denial of the actualities of the pres¬ 
ent, it draws upon a fictional account of the past. The United States 
lines not need to bear at present the intellectual, moral, and political 
burdens u hich go with involvement in pow cr politics and the main¬ 
tenance of the balance of pow er; for it has never borne them in the 
past, never having been thus involved. The golden age of past politi¬ 
cal innocence sheds its glow upon a but seemingly less innocent 
present and promises a future in which all the world will follow the 
example of America, forswear power politics and the balance of 
pow er, and accept the principle of the “cocirdinatc state.” Our alli¬ 
ances, we are told, have nothing to do with the balance of power but 
aim at the “organization of as much of the world as wx can upon the 
basis of the coordinate state.... It may prove impossible under pres¬ 
ent conditions to build such a svstem without having to fight a war 
w irh Russia, but then at least we will be fighting, as w e did before, 
for the thing wx consider worth defending w'ith our lives and treas¬ 
ure.”^' Thus a fictional account of the American past, begun as an 
act of uncalled-for patriotic piety, issues in an ideology for a third 
^^'orld war. I'.scape we must from the unfamiliar, unpleasant, and 
dangerous present, first into the political innocence of the past and 
from there into the immediate future of a third wxrld w^ar, beyond 
which the revived and universalized innocence of the more distant 
future will surely lie. 

We have said that to present the American tradition in foreign 
policy as having been free from concern with powxr politics and 
the balance of power is not warranted by the facts of American 
history. Yet it might still be argued, and it is actually being argued, 
that, regardless of the evidence of liistory, the American people will 
not be reconciled to power politics and the balance of power and 

Tannenbaum, “The Balance of Power versus the Coordinate State,” pp. 
195-96. 
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will support onl)' policies based upon abstract moral principles. 
While in the past the United States might have pursued balance-of- 
power policies and while it might be a good thing if it did do so 
again, the American people will not stand for it. Here the emotional 
appeal to patriotic piety is Joined by calculations of political ex¬ 
pediency. Yet the case for misrepresenting American history has 
nothing to gain from cither. 

There is a strong tendency in all historiography to glorify the 
national past, and in popular presentations that tendency takes on 
the aspects of the jingf)ist w hitewash. Even so penetrating a mind 
as John Stuart Mill's could deliver itself of an essay in w hich he 
proved, no doubt to the satisfaction of many of his English readers 
but certainly of few others, that Great Britain had never interfered 
in the affairs of European nations and had interfered in those of the 
Indian states only for their own good.^“ Yet it is the measure of a 
nation’s maturity to be able to recognize its past for wdiat it actu¬ 
ally is. Why should wx not admit that American foreign policy 
has been generalU' hardheaded and practical and at times ruthless? 
Why should we deny Jefferson's cunning, say, in the Puget Sound 
affair, the cruelty with which the Indians wxrc treated, and the 
faithlessness with which the treaties with the Indians wxre cast 
aside? We know' that this is the w'ay all nations are wiien their in¬ 
terests are at stake—so cruel, so faithless, so cunning. Wc know that 
the United States has refrained from seeking dominions beyond the 
seas not because it is more virtuous than other nations but because 
it had the better part of a continent to colonize. 

As has been pointed out elsewhere at greater length, the man in 
the street, unsophisticated as he is and uninformed as he may be, 
has a surer grasp of the essentials of foreign policy and a more ma¬ 
ture judgment of its basic issues than many of the intellectuals and 
politicians who pretend to speak for him and cater to what they im¬ 
agine his prejudices to be. During the Second World War the ideo¬ 
logues of the Atlantic Charter, the Four Freedoms, and the United 
Nations wxre constantly complaining that the American soldier did 
not know what he was fighting for. Indeed, if he was fighting for 

12 “A Few Words on Non-Intervention,” Dissertations and Discussions: Po¬ 
litical, Philosophical, and Historical (London: Longmans, Green, Reader and 
Dyer, 1875), pp. 153-78. 
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some utopian ideal, divorced from the concrete experiences and inter¬ 
ests of the countr)^ then the cf)mplaint was well grounded. However, 
if he was fighting for the territorial integrity of the nation and for 
its survival as a free country where he could live, think, and act 
as he pleased, then he had never any doubt about what he was fight¬ 
ing for. Ideological rationalizations and justifications arc indeed the 
indispensable concomitants of all political action. Yet there is some¬ 
thing unhealthy in a craxing for ideological intoxication and in the 
inability to act and to see merit in action except under the stimulant 
of grandiose ideas and far-fetched schemes. Have our intellectuals 
become, like Hamlet, too much beset bv doubt to act and, unlike 
1 lamlet, compelled to still their doubts by renouncing their sense 
of what is real? I'hc man in the street has no such doubts. It is true 
that ideologues and demagogues can sway him by appealing to his 
emotions. But it is also true, as American history shows in abun¬ 
dance, that responsible statesmen can guide him by awakening his 
latent understanding of the national interest. 

^"cr w hat is the national interest? 1 low can we define it and give 
it the content which will make it a guide both for understanding 
and for action? This is one of the relevant questions to which the 
current debate has given rise. 

It has been frequently argued against the realist conception of 
foreign policy that its key concept, the national interest, does not 
provide an acceptable standard for either thought or action. This 
argument is in the main based upon two grounds: the elusiveness of 
ihc concept and its susceptibility to interpretations, such as limitless 
imperialism and narrow^ nationalism, w^hich are not in keeping w^ith 
the American tradition in foreign policy. The argument has sub¬ 
stance as far as it goes, but it does not invalidate the usefulness of 
the concept. 

The concept of the national interest is similar in tw j respects to 
the “great generalities” of the Constitution, such as the general wel¬ 
fare and due process. It contains a residual meaning w^hich is inherent 
in the concept itself, but beyond these minimum requirements its 
content can run the whole gamut of meanings that are logically 
compatible with it. That content is determined by the political tra¬ 
ditions and the total cultural context within which a nation formu¬ 
lates its foreign policy. The concept of the national interest, then, 
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contains two elements, one that is logically required and in that sense 
necessary, and one that is variable and determined by circumstances. 
The former is, then, of necessity relatively permanent while the 
latter will vary with circumstances. 

The relative pennancncy of what one might call the hard core of 
the national interest stems from three factors: the nature of the 
interests to be protected, the political environment within which 
the interests operate, and the rational necessities which limit the 
choice of ends and means bv all actors on the stage of foreign 
policy. Any foreign policy that operates under the standard of the 
national interest must obviously have some reference to the physical, 
political, and cultural entity which we call a nation. In a world 
where a number of sovereign nations compete with and oppose each 
other for power, the foreign policies of all nations must necessarily 
refer to their survival as their minimum requirement. Thus all na¬ 
tions do what they cannot help Init do: protect their physical, po¬ 
litical, and cultural identity against encroachments by other nations. 

The nature of the threat to which the national interest is exposed 
remains equally constant over long periods of history. Through¬ 
out the centuries the main threat to Great Britain has come from 
the hegemonic aspirations of one or the other of the European na¬ 
tions. Russia has traditionally been threatened by a great power 
having access to the plains of eastern Europe. France and Germany, 
regardless of their changing political forms, have threatened each 
other throughout the ages. 

The relative permanency of interest and threat is surpassed by 
the virtual immutability of the configurations through which the 
reason of man transforms the abstract concept of the national in¬ 
terest into foreign policy. Faced with the necessity to protect the 
hard core of the national interest, that is, to preserve the identity 
of the nation, all governments have resorted throughout history to 
certain basic policies, such as competitive armaments, the balance 
of power, alliances, and subversion, intended to make of the abstract 
concept of the national interest a viable political reality. Govern¬ 
ments might have been wise or unwise in their choice of policies, 
successful or unsuccessful in their execution; they could not have 
escaped the rational necessity of selecting one of a limited number 
of avenues through which to bring the power of their nation to 
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bear upon the power of other nations on behalf of the national 
interest. 

The possibilitv both to reconstruct past foreign policies through 
the writing of history and to understand the contemporary foreign 
policies of one’s own and other nations derives from this rational 
character of the national interest. If one could not assume that this 
rationality is identical throughout history and ubiquitous on the 
contemporary scene, however diminished and distorted by the ir¬ 
rationality of men and nations, one w ould be lost in a maze of 
unconnected data, to be explained perhaps in terms of psychology 
and sociology but not in terms conducive to the understanding of 
foreign policy. It is this assumption of the universality of the na¬ 
tional interest in time and space which enables us to understand 
the foreign policies of Demosthenes and Caesar, of Kautilya and 
Henry Vlll, of the statesmen of contemporary Russia and China. 
Regardless of all the differences in personality, social environment, 
convictions, and preferences, their thinking w^as predetermined and 
their actions could take place only within a narrow range, when 
they were faced with the task of protecting and promoting the ra¬ 
tional core of the national interest. By thinking as they must have 
thought we can understand their thoughts, and by putting their 
thoughts into the context of their personalities and social environ¬ 
ment w e can understand their actions as well. 

It has been suggested that this reasoning erects the national state 
into the last word in politics and the national interest into an abso¬ 
lute standard for political action. This, however, is not quite the 
case. The idea of interest is indeed of the essence of politics and, as 
such, unaffected by the circumstances of time and place. Thucyd¬ 
ides’ statement, born of the experiences of ancient Greece, that 
“identity of interest is the surest of bonds whether between states 
or individuals” was taken up in the nineteenth century by Lord 
Salisbury’s remark that “the only bond of union that endures” 
among nations is “the absence of all clashing interests.” The peren¬ 
nial issue between the realist and utopian schools of thought over 
the nature of politics, to w^hich we have referred before, might well 
be formulated in terms of concrete interests versus abstract prin¬ 
ciples. Yet while the concern of politics with interest is perennial. 
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the connection betw ccn interest and the national state is a product 
of history. 

The national state itself is obviously a product of history and as 
such is destined to yield in time to different modes of political or¬ 
ganization. As long as the world is politically organized into nations, 
the national interest is indeed the last word in international politics. 
When the national state has been replaced by another mode of organi¬ 
zation, foreign policy must then protect the interest in survival 
of that new organization. For the benefit of those n ho insist upon 
discarding the national stare and constructing supranational organi¬ 
zations by constitutional fiat, it must be pointed out tliat these nc>\ 
organizational forms will either come into being through coiK]ucsr 
or else through consent based upon the mutual recognition of the 
national interests of the nations concerned; for no nation \\ ill forego 
its freedom of action if it has no reason to expect proportionate 
benefits in compensation for that loss. This is true of treaties con¬ 
cerning commerce or fisheries as it is true of the great compacts, 
such as the European Coal and Steel Community, through which 
nations try to create supranational forms of organization, l luis, by 
an apparent paradox, what is historically conditioned in the idea of 
the national interest can be overcome only through the promotion in 
concert of the national interest of a number of nations. 

These reflections have been made particularly reletant by the 
atomic age. It has been said that the atomic age has rendered obso¬ 
lete the idea of the national interest and the conception of foreign 
policy derived from it. This is too sw^eeping a statement to be cor¬ 
rect. What has become obsolete is the historically conditioned con¬ 
nection between interest and a passing historic phenomenon, the 
nation state; what has not, and could not have, become obsolete 
is the logically required connection between interest and foreign 
policy. The point can indeed be made—and it w^ill be made in greater 
detail in chapter 9—that the technological revolutions of our age, of 
which the atomic revolution is the most spectacular one, have made 
the political organization of the world into nation states as obsolete 
as the first industrial revolution did the political organization based 
upon the feudal state. Yet the techniques by wiiich new and wider 
interest must be given a politically viable expression have not been 
affected by those revolutionary changes. Thus the supranational 
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control of ntoniic energy is today in the national interest of all 
nations; for while the present bipolarity of atomic power is danger¬ 
ous to all nations, the accpiisition of uncontrolled atomic pow er by 
an indefinite number of nations is likely to prove fatal to civilized 
life on this planet. In consequence, the nations of the world are 
faced with, and must o\’crcomc, the dilemma that the pursuit of their 
interests, conceived in national terms, is incompatible with modern 
technology, which requires supranational political organization. 

The survival of a political unit, such as a nation, in its identity 
vs the irreducible mivrinvuiu, the v^ecessary elcvwent of its interests 
vis-a-vis other units. 1 aken in isolation, the determination of its con¬ 
tent in a concrete situation is relatively simple; for it encompasses 
the integrity of the nation’s territory, of its political institutions, 
and of its culture. Thus bipanisanship in foreign policy, especially 
in times of w ar, has been most easily achieved in the promotion of 
these minimum requirements of the national interest. The situation 
is different with respect to the variable elements of the national 
intcresr. All the crosscurrents of personalities, public opinion, sec¬ 
tional interests, partisan politics, and political and moral folkw'ays 
are brought to bear upon their determination. In consequence, the 
contribution wdiich scientific analysis can make to this field, as to 
all fields of policy ft)vmation, is limited. It can identify the different 
agencies of the government w hich contribute to the determination 
of the variable elements of the national interest and assess their 
relative wxight. It can separate the long-range objectives of foreign 
policy from the short-term ones which are the means for the 
achievement of the former and can tentatively establish their ra¬ 
tional relations. Finally, it can analyze the variable elements of the 
national interest in terms of their legitimacy and their compatibility 
w^ith other national values and with the national interest of other 
nations. We shall address ourselves briefly to the typical problems 
with w hich this analysis must deal. 

The legitimacy of the national interest must be determined in the 
face of possible usurpation by subnational, other-national, and supra¬ 
national interests. On the subnational level \\ c find group interests, 
represented particularly by ethnic and economic groups, which tend 
to identify themselves with the national interest. Charles A. Beard 
has emphasized, how ever one-sidedly, the extent to which the eco- 
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nomic interests of certain groups have been presented as those of 
the United Stntes.'^^ Group interests exert, of course, constant pres¬ 
sure upon the conduct of our foreign policy, claiming their identity 
with the national interest. It is, however, doubtful that, with the 
exception of a few spectacular cases, they have been successful in 
determining the course of American foreign policy. It is much more 
likely, given the nature of American domestic politics, that Ameri¬ 
can foreign policy, in so far as it is the object of pressures by sec¬ 
tional interests, will normally be a compromise betwecfi vlivcrgcnr 
sectional interests. The concept of the national interest, as it emerges 
from this contest of conflicting sectional interests as the actual guide 
for foreign policy, may well fall short of what would be rarionallv 
required by the over-all interests of the United States. Yet this con¬ 
cept of the national interest is also more than any particular sectional 
interest or their sum total. It is, as it were, the lowest common de¬ 
nominator where sectional interests and the national interest ration¬ 
ally conceived meet in an uneasy compromise which may leave uuieh 
to be desired in view of all the interests concerned. 

The national interest can be usurped by other-national interests 
in two typical ways. The case of treason by individuals, either out 
of conviction or for pay, needs only to be mentioned here; for in 
so far as treason is committed on behalf of a foreign governtuent 
rather than a supranational principle, it is significant for psychologx', 
sociology, and criminology but not for the theory of politics. The 
other case, hoAvever, is important not only for the theory of politics 
but also for its practice, especially in the United States. 

National minorities in European countries, ethnic groups in the 
United States, ideological minorities anywhere may identify them¬ 
selves, cither spontaneously or under the direction of the agents of 
a foreign government, with the interests of that foreign government 
and may promote these interests under the guise of the national 
interest of the country whose citizens they happen to be. The activi¬ 
ties of the German-American Bund in the United States in the 
thirties and of Communists everywhere are cases in point. Yet the 
issue of the national interest versus other-national interests masquer- 

The Idea of National Interest: An A?talytical Study in American Foreign 
Policy (New York: Macmillan Co., 1934). 
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ading as the national interest has arisen constantly in the United 
States in a less clear-cur fashion. 

A country that had been settled by consecutive waves of “for¬ 
eigners” was bound to find it particularly difBcult to identify its 
own national interest against alleged, seeming, or actual other-na¬ 
tional interests represented by certain grcaips among its own citizens. 
Since virtually all citizens of the United States are, as it were, “more 
or less” foreign born, those w ho were “less” so have frequently not 
resisted the temptation to use this distinction as a polemic weapon 
against latecomers who happened to differ from them in their con¬ 
ception of the national interest of the United States. Frequently, 
this rationalization has been dispensed with, and a conception of 
foreign policy with uliich a writer happened to disagree has been 
attributed outright to foreign sympathy or influence or worse. 
British influence and interests hate served as standard arguments 
in debates on American foreign policy. Madison, in his polemic 
against Hamilton on the occasion of Washington’s neutrality procla¬ 
mation of 1793, identified the Federalist position with that of “the 
foreigners and degenerate citizens among us, who hate our repub¬ 
lican government, and the French revolution,and the accusation 
met with a favorable response in a majority of Congress and of 
public opinion. However, these traditional attempts to discredit dis¬ 
senting opinion as being influenced b\' foreign interests should not 
obscure the real issue, which is the peculiar vulnerability of the 
national interest of the United States to usurpation by the interests 
of other nations. 

This problem has become in our time particularly acute in the 
form of Communist subversion. The transference of an individual’s 
allegiance from his own nation to another one, the Soviet Union, 
is here made peculiarly attractive by the identification of the inter¬ 
ests of the Soviet Union with the interests of humanity, that is, the 
supranational interest par excellence. As the testimony before the 
royal commission investigating the Gouzenko case clearly shows, 
the sincere Communist identifies the interests of the Soviet Union 
with those of humanity and, hence, experiences his betrayal of the 

“Helvidius, in Answer to Pacificus, on President AVashington's Proclamation 
of Neutrality,” in Letters and Other Writings of James Madison (Philadelphia: 
J. B. Lippincott Co., 1867), 1,611. 
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interests of his own nation not as treason but rather as the cstablish- 
inent of the correct priority between lower and higher interests, the 
lower one having to yield in case of conflict to those that are superior. 

The genuine usurpation of the national interest bv supranational 
interests can dcri\ c in our time from two sources: religious bodies 
and international organizations. 'Fhc competition betw ecu church 
and state for determination of certain interests and policies, domes¬ 
tic and international, has been an intermittent issue throughout the 
history of the nation state. Here, too, the legitimate defense of the 
national interest against usurpation has frequently, especially in the 
United States, degenerated into the demagogic stigmatization of dis¬ 
senting views as being inspired by Rome and, hence, being incom¬ 
patible with the national interest. Yet here, too, the misuse of the 
issue for demagogic purposes must be considered apart from tlic 
leoitimacv of the issue itself. 

o ^ 

I'he more acute problem arises at the present time from the im¬ 
portance v\ hich the public and go\ eminent officials, at least in their 
public utterances, attribute to the values represented and the policies 
pursued by international organizations cither as alternatives or sup¬ 
plements to the values and policies for which the national govern¬ 
ment stands. It is frctjuently asserted tliat the foreign policy of the 
United States pursues no objectives apart from those of the United 
Nations, that, in other words, the foreign policx^ of the United 
States is actually identical with the policy of the United Nations. 
This assertion cannot refer to anything real in actual politics to 
support it. For the constitutional structure of international organi¬ 
zations, sucli as the United Nations, and their procedural practices 
make it impossible for them to pursue interests apart from those of 
the member states which dominate their policy-forming bodies. The 
identity between the interests of the United Nations and the United 
States can only refer to the successful policies of the United States 
within the United Nations through which the support of the United 
Nations is being secured for the policies of the United States. The 
assertion, then, is mere polemic, diflferent from the one discussed 
previously in that the identification of a certain policy with an as¬ 
sumed supranational interest does not seek to reflect discredit upon 
the former but to bestow upon it a dignity which the national interest 
pure and simple is supposed to lack. 
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'The real issue in view of the problem that concerns us here is not 
whether the so-called interests of the United Nations, w hich do not 
exist apart from flie interests of its nujst influential members, have 
superseded the national interest of the United States, but for what 
kind of interests the United States has secured United Nations sup¬ 
port. While these interests cannot be United Nati(uis interests, they 
do not need to be national interests either. Here we arc in the presence 
of that modern phenomenon which has been variously described as 
“utopianism,” “sentimentalism,” “moralism,” the “legalistic-moral¬ 
istic approach.” T he common denominator of all these tendencies 
in modern political thought is the substitution for the national in¬ 
terest of an assumed supranational standard of action w hich is 
generally identified with an international organization. 'The na¬ 
tional interest is here not being usurped by subnational or su¬ 
pranational interests which, however inferior in worth to the 
national interest, arc nevertheless real and worthy of consideration 
within their proper sphere. What challenges the national interest 
here is a mere figment of the imagination, a product of wishful 
thinking, w hich is postulated as a valid norm for international con¬ 
duct, without being valid cither there or anywhere else. At this 
point w e touch the core of the present controversy between uto¬ 
pianism and realism in international affairs; wx shall return to it later. 

The national interest as such must be defemled against usurpation 
by non-national interests. \ct once that task is accomplished, a 
rational order must be established among the values w hich make 
up the national interest and among the resources to be committed 
to them. While the interests w hich a nation may pursue in its rela¬ 
tion with other nations are of infinite variety and magnitude, the 
resources w hich arc available for the pursuit of such interests arc 
necessarily limited in i]uantitv and kind. No nation has the resources 
to promote all desirable objectives w ith equal vigor; all nations must 
therefore allocate their scarce resources as rationally as possible. The 
indispensable precondition of such rational allocation is a clear un¬ 
derstanding of the distinction betw ecn the necessary and variable 
elements of the national interest. Given the contentious manner in 
which in democracies the variable elements of the national interest 
are generally determined, the advocates of an extensive conception 
of the national interest w ill inevitably present certain variable elc- 
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merits of the national interest as though their attainment were nec¬ 
essary for the nation’s survival. In other words, the necessary ele¬ 
ments of the national interest have a tendency to swallow up the 
variable elements so that in the end all kinds of objectives, actual 
or potential, arc justified in terms of national survival. Such argu¬ 
ments have been advanced, for instance, in support of the rearma¬ 
ment of West Germany and of the defense of Formosa. They must 
be subjected to rational scrutiny which will determine, however 
tentativelv, their approximate place in the scale of national values. 

The same problem presents itself in its extreme form when a 
nation pursues, or is asked to pursue, objectives that are not only 
unnecessary for its survival but tend to jeopardize it. Second-rate 
nations which dream of plaving the role of great powers, such as 
Italy and Poland in the interwar period, illustrate this point. So do 
great powers which dream of remaking the world in their own im¬ 
age and embark upon w orld-w ide crusades, thus straining their re¬ 
sources to exhaustion. Here scientific analysis has the urgent task 
of pruning dowm national objectives to the measure of available 
resources in order to make their pursuit compatible wdth national 
survival. 

Finally, the national interest of a nation that is conscious not only 
of its own interests but also of that of other nations must be defined 
in terms compatible with the latter. In a multinational w'orld this 
is a requirement of political morality; in an age of total war it is 
also a condition for survival. 

Two mutually exclusive arguments have been brought to bear 
upon this problem. On the one hand, it has been argued against 
the theory of international politics here presented that the con¬ 
cept of the national interest revives the eighteenth-century con¬ 
cept of enlightened self-interest, presuming that the uniformly en¬ 
lightened pursuit of their self-interest by all individuals, as by all 
nations, will of itself be conducive to a peaceful and harmonious 
society. On the other hand, the point has been made that the pursuit 
of their national interest by all nations makes war the permanent 
arbiter of conflicts among them. Neither argument is w^ell taken. 

The concept of the national interest presupposes neither a natu¬ 
rally harmonious, peaceful world nor the inevitability of war as a 
consequence of the pursuit by all nations of their national interest. 
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Quite to the contrary, it assumes continuous conflict and threat of 
war, to be minimized through the continuous adjustment of con¬ 
flicting interests by diplomatic action. No such assumption would 
be warranted if all nations at all times conceived of their national 
interest only in terms of their survival and, in turn, defined their 
interest in survival in restrictive and rational terms. As it is, their 
conception of the national interest is subject to all the hazards of 
misinterpretation, usurpation, and misjudgment to which reference 
has been made above. To minimize these hazards is the first task of 
a foreign policy that seeks the defense of the national interest by 
peaceful means. Its second task is the defense of the national interest, 
restrictivcly and rationally defined, against the national interests of 
other nations which may or may not be thus defined. If they are 
not, it becomes the task of armed diplomacy to convince the na¬ 
tions concerned that their legitimate interests have nothing to fear 
from a restrictive and rational foreign policy and that their illegiti¬ 
mate interests have nothing to gain in the face of armed might 
rationally employed. 

Wc have said before that the utopian and realist positions in inter¬ 
national affairs do not necessarily differ in the policies they advocate, 
but that they part company over their general philosophies of poli¬ 
tics and their way of thinking about matters political. It does not 
follow that the present debate is only of academic interest and with¬ 
out practical significance. Both camps, it is true, may support the 
same policy for different reasons. Yet if the reasons are unsound, 
the soundness of the policies supported by them is a mere coinci¬ 
dence, and these very same reasons may be, and inevitably are, in¬ 
voked on other occasions in support of unsound policies. The ne¬ 
farious consequences of false philosophies and wrong ways of 
thinking may for the time being be concealed by the apparent 
success of policies derived from them. You may go to war, justified 
by your nation’s interests, for a moral purpose and in disregard of 
considerations of power; and military victory seems to satisfy both 
your moral aspirations and your nation’s interests. Yet the manner 
in which you waged the war, achieved victory, and settled the 
peace cannot help reflecting your philosophy of politics and your 
way of thinking about political problems. If these are in error, you 
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\\Y^y win victory on the field of battle and still assist in the defeat of 
botli your moral principles and the national interest of your country. 

Any number of examples could illustrate the real yet subtle prac¬ 
tical consequences w hich follow from the different positions taken. 
We have chosen tw o: collective securit\’ in Korea and the liberation 
of the nations that arc captives of communism. A case for both 
policies can be made from both the utopian and the realist positions, 
but with significant differences in the emphasis and substance of the 
policies pursued. 

Collective security as an abstract principle of utopian politics 
requires that all nations come to the aid of a victim of aggression 
by resisting the aggressor w ith all means necessary to frustrate his 
aims. Once the case of aggression is established, the duty to act is 
unequivocal. Its extent may be affected by concern for the nation’s 
survival; obviously no nation will commit outright suicide in the 
service of collccrix c security. But beyond that elemental limitation 
no consideration of interest or power, either with regard to the 
aggressor or his xictim or the nation acting in the latter’s defense, 
can qualifv the obligation to act under the principle of collective 
security. Thus hieli officials of our government hat e declared that 
we intervened \i\ Korea not for any narrow interest of ours but in 
support of tile moral principle of collective securitv. 

Collective securin' as a concrete principle of realist policy is the 
age-old maxim, “Hang together or hang separately,’’ in modern 
dress. It recognizes the need for nation A under certain circum¬ 
stances to defend nation B against attack by nation C. That need 
is determined, first, by the interest which A has in the territorial 
integrity of B and by the relation of that interest to all the other 
interests of A as well as to the resources available for the support 
of all those interests. Furthermore, A must take into account the 
power wdaich is at the disposal of aggressor C for fighting A and B 
as over against the power available to A and B for fighting C. The 
same calculation must be carried on concerning the powxT of the 
likely allies of C as over agaiast those of A and B. Before going to 
w'ar for the defense of South Korea in the name of collective se¬ 
curity, an American adherent of political realism w^ould have de¬ 
manded an answer to the following four questions: First, what is 
our interest in the preservation of the independence of South Korea; 
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second, what is our power to defend that independence against 
North Korea; third, what is our power to defend that independence 
against China and the Soviet Union; and fourth, w hat are the chances 
for preventing China and the Soviet Union from entering the 
Korean War? 

In view of the principle of collective security, interpreted in 
utopian terms, our intervention in Korea w as a foregone conclusion. 
I'he interpretation of this principle in realist terms might or might 
not, depending upon the concrete circumstances of interest and 
power, have led us to the same conclusion. In the execution of the 
policy of collective security the utopian had to be indifferent to the 
possibility of Chinese and Russian intervention, except for his reso¬ 
lution to apply the principle of collective security to anybody who 
w ould intervene on the side of the aggressor. The realist could not 
help weighing the poss’ibiVity of the intervention of a great power 
on the side of the aggressor in terms of the interests engaged and 
the power available on the other sidc.^'* 

riie Truman administration could not bring itself to take reso¬ 
lutely the utopian or the realist position. It resolved to intervene in 
good measure on utopian grounds and in spite of military advice to 
the contrary; it allowed the military commander to advance to the 
Yalu River in disregard of the risk of the intervention of a great 
power against w^hich collective security could be carried out only 
by means of a general w ar, and then refused to pursue the w ar with 
full effectiveness on the realist grounds of the risk of a third world 
w^ar. Thus Mr. Truman in 1952 was caught in the same dilemma 
from which Mr. Baldwin could extricate himself in 1936 on the 
occasion of the League of Nations sanctions against Italy’s attack 
upon Ethiopia only at an enormous loss to British prestige. Collec¬ 
tive security as a defense of the status quo short of a general war 
can be effective only against second-rate powders. Applied against a 
major powxr, it is a contradiction in terms, for it means neces¬ 
sarily a major war. Of this self-defeating contradiction Mr. Baldwin 

i‘'»The difference in these two attitudes is well illustrated by the following 
passage from a Moon Mullins cartoon. An elderly representative of the utopian 
school asks little Kayo: “Remember the golden rule. Now, supposing that boy 
slapped you on the right cheek, what would you do?” Whereupon Kayo replies 
realistically: “Jest how big a boy are you supposin’?” 
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was as unaware in rlie rliirtics as Mr. Truman seemed to be in 1952. 
Mr. Churchill put Mr. Baldwin’s dilemma in these cogent terms: 
“First, the Prime Minister had declared that sanctions meant war; 
secondly, he was resolved that there must be no war; and thirdly, 
he decided upon sanctions. It was evidcntlu impossible to comply 
with these three conditions.” Similarlv Mr. Truman had declared 
that the effective prosecution of the Korean War meant the possi- 
biliry of a third v\'orld w ar; he resolved rliat there must be no third 
world war; and he decided upon intervention in the Korean War. 
Mere, too, it was impossible to comply with these three conditions. 

Similar contradictions arc inherent in the proposals which would 
substitute for the policy of containment the liberation of the nations 
presently the captives of Russian communism. This objective can 
be compatible with the utopian or realist position, but the policies 
designed to secure it will be fundamentally different according to 
whether they are based upon one or the other position. A clear ease 
for the utopian justification of svtcK policies was made bv Repre¬ 
sentative Charles J. Kersten of Wisconsin, who pointed to these fo\ir 
“basic defects" of the “negative policy of containment and negoti¬ 
ated coexistence”: 

It would be immoral and unchristian to negotiate a permanent agreement 
with forces which by evert’ religious creed and moral precept arc evil. It 
abandons nearly one-half of humanity and the once free nations of Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria, Albania, Lithuania, Latvia, 
Esthonia and China to enslavement of the Communist police state. 

It is un-American because it violates the principle of the American 
Declaration of Independence, which proclaims the rights of all people to 
freedom and their right and duty to throw off tyranny. 

It will lead to all-out World War III because it aligns all the forces of the 
non-Communist world in military opposition to and against all the forces 
of the Communist world, including the 800,000,000 peoples behind the 
Iron Curtain. 

The policy of mere containment is uneconomic and will lead to national 
bankruptcy.^® 

This statement is interesting for its straightforw’ardness and be¬ 
cause it combines in a rather typical fashion considerations of ab¬ 
stract morality and of expediency. The captive nations must be 
liberated not only because their captivity is immoral, unchristian, 

New York Tinies^ August 14, 1952, p. 1. 
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and un-American, but also because its continuation will lead to a 
third world war and to national bankruptcy. To what extent, how¬ 
ever, these considerations of expediency are invalidated by their 
utopian setting will become obvious from a comparison between 
the utopian and the realist positions. 

From the utopian point of view there can be no difference be¬ 
tween the liberation of F^stonia or Czechoslovakia, of Poland or 
China; the captivity of any nation, large or small, close or far away, 
is a moral outrage which cannot be tolerated. The realist, too, seeks 
the liberation of all captive nations because he realizes that the pres¬ 
ence of the Russian armies in the heart of Europe and their co¬ 
operation with the Chinese armies constitute the two main sources 
of the imbalance of power which threatens our security. Yet before 
he formulates a program of liberation, he will seek answers to a 
number of questions such as these: While the United States has a 
general interest in the liberation of all captive nations, what is the 
hierarchy of irwerests it has in the hheration, say, of China, Y;stonia, 
and Hungary? And while the Soviet Union has a general interest 
in keeping all captive nations in that state, what is the hierarchy of 
its interests in keeping, say, Poland, East Germany, and Bulgaria 
captive? If we assume, as we must on the historic evidence of two 
centuries, that Russia would at present not give up control over Po¬ 
land without being compelled by force of arms, would the objective 
of the liberation of Poland justify the ruin of Western civilization, 
that of Poland included, which would be the certain result of a third 
world war? What resources docs the United States have at its dis¬ 
posal for the liberation of all captive nations or some of them? What 
resources does the Soviet Union have at its disposal to keep in cap¬ 
tivity all captive nations or some of them? Are we more likely to 
avoid national bankruptcy by embarking upon a policy of indis¬ 
criminate liberation u^ith the concomitant certainty of war or by 
continuing the present policy of containment? 

It might be that in a particular instance the policies suggested by 
the answers to these questions will coincide with Representative 
Kersten’s proposals, but there can be no doubt that in its over-all 
character, substance, emphasis, and likely consequences a utopian 
policy of liberation differs fundamentally from a realist one. 

The issue between liberation as a utopian principle of abstract 
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morality versus the realist evaluation of the consequences which a 
policy of liberation w ould have for the survival of the nation has 
arisen before in American history. Abraham Lincoln was faced with 
a dilemma similar to that which confronts vis today. Should he 
make the liberation of the slaves the ultimate standard of his policy 
even at the risk of destroying the Union, as many urged him to do, 
or should he subordinate the moral principle of universal freedom 
to considerations of the national interest? The answ^cr 1 ancoln gave 
to Horace (ireelcv, a spokesman for the utopian moralists, is timeless 
in its eloquent wisdom, ‘if there be those,’’ he wTotc on August 22, 
1862, 

w^ho would not save the Union unless they could at the same time save 
slavery, 1 do not agree w ith them. If there be those who w ould not save the 
Union unless they could at the same time destroy slavery, 1 do not agree 
with them. A1 y paramount object in this struggle is to save the Union, and 
is not either to save or to destroy slavery. If 1 could save the Union with¬ 
out freeing iV?y slave 1 would do it, and if 1 could save it by freeing all the 
slaves, 1 would do it; and if 1 could save it by freeing some and leaving 
others alone 1 would also do that. \Mtat 1 do about slavery, and the colored 
race, 1 do because I believe it helps to save the Union; and w hat 1 forbear, 
I forbear because 1 do not believe it would help to save the Union. I shall 
do less w henever I shall believe wdiat I am doing hurts the cause, and I shall 
do more w'henever I shall believe doing more w^ill help the cause. I shall 
try to correct errors w^hen shown to be errors; and 1 shall adopt new view^s 
so fast as they shall ajipear to be true views. 

I have here stated m\’ purpose according to my view of official duty; and 
I intend no modification of my oft-expressed personal wish that all men 
everywhere could be free. 

The foregoing discussion ought to shed additional light, if this is 
still needed, upon the moral merits of the utopian and realist posi¬ 
tions. This question, more than any other, seems to have agitated the 
critics of realism in international affairs. Disregarding the volumi¬ 
nous evidence, some of them have picked a few words out of their 
context to prove that realism in international affairs is unprincipled 
and contemptuous of morality. To mention but one example, one 
eminent critic summarizes my position, which he supposes to deny 
the possibility of judging the conduct of states by moral criteria, in 
these w ords: “And one spokesman finds ‘a profound and neglected 
truth,’ to use his words, in the dictum of Hobbes that ‘there is nei- 
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ther morality nor law outside the state.’These are indeed my 
words, but not all of them. What I actually said was this: “There is 
a profound and neglected truth hidden in Hobbes’s extreme dictum 
that the state creates morality as well as law and that there is neither 
morality nor law outside the state. Universal moral principles, such 
as justice f)r equality, are capable of guiding political action only to 
the extent that they have been given concrete content and have 
been related to political situations by society.”'’^ 

It must be obvious from this passage and from all my other writ¬ 
ings on the subject that my position is the exact opposite from what 
this critic makes it f)ut to bc.‘** 1 have always maintained that the ac¬ 
tions of states arc subject to universal moral principles, and I have 
been careful to differentiate my position in this respect from that of 
I lobbcs. F'ive points basic to my position may need to be emphasized 
again. 

I'he first point is what one might call the requirement of cosmic 
humility w ith regard to the moral evaluation of the actions of states. 
To know that states arc subject to the moral law’ is one thing; to 
pretend to know’ w hat is morally required of states in a particular 
situation is quite another. The human mind tends naturally to iden¬ 
tify the particular interests of states, as of individuals, with the moral 
purposes of the universe. I'he statesman in the defense of the na¬ 
tion’s interests may, and at times even must, yield to thar tendency; 
the scholar must resist it at every turn. For the lighthearted assump¬ 
tion that what one’s own nation aims at and does is morally good 
and that those w ho oppose that nation's policies are evil is morally 

A. H. Feller, “In Defense of International Law and Morality,” Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social Science, CQ-XXXII (July, 1952), 80. 

In Defense of the Natiotial Interest: A Critical Exatnination of American 
Foreign Policy (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1951), p. 34. 

i**Sec, for instance, “The Machiavellian Utopia,” Ethics, LV (January, 1945), 
145-47; “Ethics and Politics,” in Approaches to Group Understanding (Sixth 
Symposium of the Conference on Science, Philosophy and Religion), ed. Lyman 
Bryson et al, (New York, 1947), pp. 319-41 •, Scientific Man vs. Power Politics 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1946), chaps. 7, 8; “Views of Nuremberg: 
Further Analysis of the Trial and Its Importance,” America, LXXV^I (December 
7, 1946), 266-67; “The Twilight of International Morality,” Ethics, I.VIII (Jan¬ 
uary, 1948), 79-99; Politics among Nations (2d ed.; New York; Alfred A. 
Knopf, 1954), chap. 16; “National Interest and Moral Principles in Foreign 
Policy: The Primacy of the National Interest,” American Scholar, XVlll 
(Spring, 1949), 207-12. See also below, chap. 13. 
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indefensible and inrellcctually untenable and leads in practice to that 
distortion of judgment, bom of the blindness of crusading frenzy, 
which has been the curse of nations from the beginning of time. 

The second point which obviously needs to be made again con¬ 
cerns the effectiveness of the restraints which morality imposes upon 
the actions of states. 

A discussion of international morality must guard against the two ex¬ 
tremes cither of overrating the influence of ethics upon international poli¬ 
tics or else of denying that statesmen and diplomats are moved by anything 
else but considerations of material power. 

On the one hand, there is the dual error of confounding the moral rules 
which people actv\ally observe with those they pretend to observe as well 
as with those which writers declare they ought to observe. . . . 

On the other hand, there is the misconception, usually associated with 
the general depreciation and moral condemnation of power politics, dis¬ 
cussed above, that international politics is so tlu^roughly evil that it is no 
use looking for ethical limitations of the aspirations for power on the inter¬ 
national scene. Yet, if wx ask ourselves what statesmen and diplomats arc 
capable of doing to further the power objectives of their respective na¬ 
tions and what they actually do, we realize that they do less than they 
probabh' could and less than they actually did in other periods of history. 
They refuse to consider certain ends and to use certain means, cither al¬ 
together or under certain conditions, not because in the light of expedien- 
c}' they appear impractical or unwise, but because certain moral rules in¬ 
terpose an absolute barrier. Moral rules do nor permit certain policies to 
be considered at all from the point of view of expediency. Such ethical in¬ 
hibitions operate in our time on different levels with different effective¬ 
ness. Their restraining function is most obvious and most effective in 
affirming the sacredness of human life in times of pcacc.-^' 

In connection with this passage we gave a number of historic 
examples showing the influence of moral principles upon the 
conduct of foreign policy. An example taken from contemporary 
history wull illustrate the same point. There can be little doubt that 
the Soviet Union could have achieved the objectives of its foreign 
policy at the end of the Second World War without antagonizing 
the nations of the West into that encircling coalition which has been 
the nightmare of Bolshevist foreign policy since 1917. It could have 
mitigated cunning for its own sake and the use of force with persua¬ 
sion, conciliation, and a trust derived from the awareness of a partial 
community of interests and would thereby have minimized the dan- 

2** Morgenthau, Politics among Nations, pp. 210-16. 
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gers to itself and the rest of the world which arc inherent in the 
objectives of its policies. Yet the Soviet Union w as precluded from 
relying upon these traditional methods of diplomacy by its general 
conception of human nature, politics, and moralit) . In the general 
philosophy of Bolshevism there is no room for honest dissent, the 
recognition of the intrinsic worth of divergent interests, and genuine 
conciliation between such interests. On all levels of social interaction 
opposition must be destroyed by cunning and violence, since it has 
no right to exist, rather than be met halfway in view of its intrinsic 
legitimacy. This being the general conception of the political moral¬ 
ity of Bolshevism, the foreign policy of the Soviet Union is limited 
to a much more narrow choice of means than the foreign policies of 
other nations. 

The United States, fcir instance, has been able, in its relations with 
the nations of Latin America, to replace military intervention and 
dollar diplomacy with the policy of the (lood Neighbor. That dras¬ 
tic change w'as made possible by the general conception of political 
morality wdiich has been prevalent in the United States from its very 
inception. The United States is a pluralist society w hich presup¬ 
poses the continuing existence and legitimacy of divergent interests. 
These interests arc locked in a continuing struggle for supremacy to 
be decided by force only as a last resort but, normally, through a 
multitude of institutions which are so devised as to allow one or the 
other interest a temporary advantage but none a permanent suprem¬ 
acy at the price of the destruction of the others. This morality of 
pluralism allow^s the United States, once it is secure in that minimum 
of vital interests to which we have referred above, to transfer those 
principles of political morality to the international scene and to deal 
with divergent interests there with the same methods of genuine com¬ 
promise and conciliation which are a permanent element of its domes¬ 
tic political life. 

The third point concerns the relations between universal moral 
principles and political action. I have ahvays maintained that these 
universal moral principles cannot be applied to the actions of states 
in their abstract universal formulation but that they must be, as it 
were, filtered through the concrete circumstances of time and place. 
The individual may say for himself: Fiat justitia, per eat mundus; the 
state has no right to say so in the name of those who are in its care. 
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Both individual and state must iudge political action by universal 
moral principles, such as that of liberty. Yet while the individual has 
a moral right to sacrifice himself in defense of such a moral princi¬ 
ple, the state has no moral right to let its moral disapprobation of the 
infringement of liberty get in the way of successful political ac¬ 
tion, itself inspired by the moral principle of national survival. I'herc 
can be no political morality without prudence, that is, without con¬ 
sideration of the political consequences of seemingly moral action. 
Classical and medieval philosophy knew this and so did Lincoln 
when he said: ‘i do the very best I know how, the very best I can, 
and I mean to keep doing so until the end. If the end brings me out 
all right, u hat is said against me won’t amount to anything. If the 
end brings me out wrong, ten angels swearing I was right would 
make no difference.'’ The issue between utopianism and realism, as 
it bears on this point, has been put most succinctly by Edmund 
Burke, and what he has to say in the following passage about revolu¬ 
tion, that is, civil war, may well be applied 7}7utaus viutaiidis to all 
war. 

Nothing universal can be rationally affirmed on any moral or any politi¬ 
cal subject. Pure metaphysical abstraction does not belong to these matters. 
The lines of morality arc not like the ideal lines of mathematics. They arc 
broad and deep as well as long. They admit of exceptions; they demand 
modifications. These exceptions and modifications arc not made by the 
process of logic, but by the rules of prudence. Prudence is not only the 
first in rank of the virtues political and moral, bur she is the director, the 
regulator, the standard of them all. Metaphysics cannot live without defini¬ 
tion; but Prudence is cautious how she defines. Our courts cannot be more 
fearful in suffering fictitious cases to be brought before them for eliciting 
their determination on a point of law than prudent moralists are in putting 
extreme and hazardous cases of conscience upon emergencies not existing. 
Without attempting, therefore, to define, what never can be defined, the 
case of a revolution in government, this, I think, may be safely affirmed— 
that a sore and pressing evil is to be removed, and that a good, great in its 
amount and unequivocal in its nature, must be probable almo.st to a cer¬ 
tainty, before the inestimable price of our own morals and the well-being 
of a number of our fellow-citizens is paid for a revolution. If ever wc 
ought to be economists even to parsimony, it is in the voluntary produc¬ 
tion of evil. Every revolution contains in it something of evil.-^ 

21 T/7C Works of The Rifi^ht Honorable Edmund Burke (4th ed.; Boston: 
Little, Brown & Co., 1871), IV, 8(^1. Cf, also Burke, “Speech on a Bill for 
Shortening the Duration of Parliaments, May 8,1780,” ibid., VIT, 73: “I must sec. 
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Fourth, the realist recognizes that a moral decision, especially in 
the political sphere, does not imply a simple choice between a moral 
principle and a standard of action wliich is morally irrelevant or 
even outright immoral. A moral decision implies always a choice 
among different moral principles, one of which is given precedence 
over others. To say that a political acti(»n has no moral purpose is 
absurd; for political action can be defined as an attempt to realize 
moral values through the medium of politics, that is, power. The 
relevant moral question concerns the choice among different moral 
values, and it is at this point that the realist and the utopian part 
company again. If an American statesman must choose between the 
promotion of universal liberty, w hich is a moral good, at the risk of 
American security and, hence, of liberty in the United States, on the 
one hand, and the promotion of American security and of liberty in 
the United States, which is another moral good, to the detriment of 
the promotion of universal liberty, on the other, which choice ought 
he to make? The utopian w ill not face the issue squarely and will 
deceive himself into believing that he can achieve both goods at the 
same time. The realist will choose the national interest on both 
moral and pragmatic grounds; for if he does not take care of rhe 
national interest nobody else will, and if he puts American security 
and liberty in jeopardy the cause of libeity ever) w here will be im- 

Finally, the political realist distinguishes betw een his moral sym¬ 
pathies and the political interests w^hich he must defend. He will dis¬ 
tinguish with Lincoln betw een his '’^’official duty” which is to protect 
the national interest and his ''personal w ish” w^hich is to see universal 
moral values realized throughout the w orld. 

The issue has been admirably put by Father Wilfred Parsons of 
Catholic University in defending Mr. Kennan’s position: 

Mr. Kennan did not say state behavior is not a fit subject for moral judg¬ 
ment, but only that it should not sway our realization of the realities with 

to satisfy me, the remedies; I must see, from their operation in the cure of the 
old evil, and in the cure of those new evils which arc inseparable from all rem¬ 
edies, how they balance each other, and what is the total result. The excellence 
of mathematics and metaphysics is, to have but one thing before you; but he 
fonns the best judgment in all moral disquisitions who has the greatest number 
and variety of considerations in one view before him, and can take them in w’ith 
the best possible consideration of the middle results of all.” 
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which we hiive to deal. Msgr. Kt>enig continues: “Should we accept power 
realities and aspirations without feeling the obligation of moral judg¬ 
ment?" And he appeals to the present writer and other political scientists 
to say whether this doctrine agrees with Pope Pius XlPs messages on peace. 

I am sure that most political scientists, and also Mr. Kennan, would agree 
with the Monsignor that we should not accept those realities “without 
feeling the obligation of moral judgment.” But there is a difference be¬ 
tween feeling this obligation (and even expressing it) and allowing this 
feeling to sway our actions in concrete negotiations that deal with the na¬ 
tional or world common good. We can still feel and yet deal. 

fo make my meaning clearer, I understood Mr. Kennan to hold that we 
went off the beam with Woodrow Wilson, when we began to make our 
moral disapprobation an essential part of our foreign relations, even some¬ 
times at the expense of our own and the world’s common good. Logically, 
such an attitude would inhibit our dealing with Britain, France and a host 
of countries. Pius XI, speaking of Mussolini after the Lateran Treaty, said 
he would deal with the devil himself if he must. Here was moral disappro¬ 
bation, but it w^as not “carried over into the affairs of states.” 

This relative position, and not the absolute one of Msgr. Koenig (with 
w'hich in itself 1 agree), is, 1 think, the issue raised by Mr. Kennan, and it 
is worth debating on that basis.^’- 

The contest between utopianism and realism is not tantamount to 
a contest between principle and expediency, morality and immoral¬ 
ity, although some spokesmen for the former would like to have it 
that way. The contest is rather between one type of political moral¬ 
ity and another type of political morality, one taking as its standard 
universal moral principles abstractly formulated, the other weighing 
these principles against the moral requirements of concrete political 
action, their relative merits to be decided by a prudent evaluation of 
the political consequences to which they are likely to lead.^^ 

America, LXXXVI (March 29, 1952), 700. See also Algernon Cecil, “The 
Foreign Office,” in The Cambridge History of British Foreign Policy, 1783-1919 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1923), III, 605, concerning Lord Salis¬ 
bury: “Always, however, the motive of his policy was to be found in the political 
interests as opposed to the political sympathies of Great Britain*, and in this way 
his treatment of Foreign Affairs is at the opposite policy from that of Palmerston 
and Gladstone.” Cf. also the general remarks in Alexander H. Leighton, Human 
Relations in a Changing World (New York: E. P. Dutton & Co., 1949), pp. 155 ff. 

See, on this point, Shirley R. Letwin, “Rationalism, Principles, and Politics,” 
Review of Politics, XIV (July, 1952), 367-93; L. Susan Stebbing, Ideals and Illu¬ 
sions (London: Watts & Co., 1951); Vernon H. Holloway, Religious Ethics and 
the Politics of Power (New York: Church Peace Union and World Alliance 
for International Friendship through Religion, 1951); and Dorothy Fosdick, 
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I'hcse points arc re-eiiiphasized by the foregoing discussion. 
Which attitude with regard to collective security and to the libera¬ 
tion of the captive nations, the utopian or the realist, is more likely 
to safeguard the survival of the United States in its territorial, po¬ 
litical, and cultural identity and at the same time to contribute the 
most to the security and liberty of other nations? This is the ulti¬ 
mate test—political and moral—by which utopianism and realism 
must be judged. 

‘‘Frhical Standards and Political Strategies,” Political Science Quarterly, LVII 
(1942),214ff. 


87 



i) Intematmial Relations as an Academic Discipline 

The assumption that a central concept is neces¬ 
sary for the theoretical understanding of politics has been disputed 
implicitly through the development of theories of politics which are 
lacking in such a central concept and explicitly in the form of an 
attack upon the suggested central concept of power. Tl\e tjuestion 
of w hether such a central concept is necessar\' at all and, if so, which 
one it ought to be has divided opinion on all levels of theory and 
practice. It has done so also on the level of academic cuvriculun^ and 
organization. T he contn»versy about the nature and the proper place 
of international relations ami area studies as academic disciplines is a 
manifestation of that division of opinion concerning the fundamen¬ 
tal problem of understanding politics. 

These two nox cl academic disciplines must solve the san^e basic 
problems. If one u ants to put the issue in epigrammatic and, there¬ 
fore, oversimplified form, one might say that the main problem, as 
yet unsolved, that confronts these two academic “disciplines’’ is that 
they have not been able to at\|uire intellectual discipline. 7'hey have 
no intellectually valid focus which could give unity to their intellec¬ 
tual endeavors, and they have no common method by which the 
results of their investigations could be tested. These deficiencies 
have been as obvious in the study of international relations as they 
are in area studies. They arc the more (d)yious in the latter, since 
area studies have made integration their main claim for recognition 
as an academic discipline. Area studies are in the process of showing 
—and the most mature discussion of their problems shows it with 
particular clarity—that they stand and fall w ith the precise formula¬ 
tion of a relevant problem to which different academic disciplines 
arc to contribute. If area studies can demonstrate in practice that 
success in international studies, area or otherw ise, depends upon the 
precise definition of a ct)mmon problem and the sharp focus of all 
relevant research upon that problem, they w'ill indeed have made an 
outstanding contribution to the study of international relations. 

When after the First World War the study of international rela- 
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tions gained recognition as an independent academic discipline, it 
had three main intellectual interests; history, international law, and 
political reform. It is not by accident that the first two occupants of 
the first chair of international politics, the one which was founded 
in 1919 at the University of Wales, were distinguished historians. 
Professors Zimmern and Webster. There can of course be no doubt 
that knowledge of history and, more particularly, of diplomatic his¬ 
tory forms an indispensable element of international relaticms; but, 
as will be shown later, while the student of international relations 
must have a thorough knowledge of history, his intellectual interest 
is not identical w ith that of the historian. 

Obviousl\% the intellectual interest of international relations is in 
the present and the future rather than in the past and, especially in 
the interwar years, that interest was conceived in terms of interna¬ 
tional law. International relations were considered to move on two 
different levels: tlie legal one which presented the rules bv which 
states w ere supposed to act, and the empirical one which showed 
how they actually did act in view' of the rules of internatic^nal law\ 
Thus general history, diplomatic history, and international law- be¬ 
came three cornerstones of the study of international relations. 

The fourth cornerstone of the study of international relations is 
less easy to identify. For it is formed b\' the aspirations for a better 
w orld, morally respectable in thcinsch es but vaguely conceived and 
identified with w hatever remedy seems to be fashionable at a par¬ 
ticular time. Thus we find that the focus of academic interest 
changes continuously in accordance w ith tlte preferences of public 
opinion, centering on disarmament one day, the League of Nations 
or the United Nations another, world government or regional fed¬ 
eration another again. 

The interstices between those four cornerstones are filled in with 
an incoherent collection of fragmentaiy knowledge ranging the 
w^hole gamut of academic disciplines and having only one thing in 
common: that they transcend the boundaries of a particular nation. 
The tone is set in the letter offering in 1919 a chair of international 
politics to the University of Wales and describing its purposes as 
“the study of those related problems of law and politics, of ethics and 
economics, which arc raised by the project of a League of Nations, 
and for the encouragement of a truer understanding of civilizations 
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Other than our o\\ n.” Reading the voluminous proceedings of the 
International Institute of Intellectual Co-operation, which in the in¬ 
terwar years dedicated much of its work to the discussion of inter¬ 
national relations as an academic discipline, one cannot but be struck 
by the amorphousness of the discussion and the vagueness of the 
results. One speaker seems to have w’ell summarized the consensus of 
those meetings w^hen he said: 

The science of international relations has primarih' a descriptive charac¬ 
ter. It is somewhat in the order of the contemporary history of nations, 
covering all fields: economics, trade, exchange, movement of production, 

of goods, of currency, as well as politics and culture_'I'he factor uniting 

the problems which form the science of international relations is their 
international character, that is to say, the tie which is created among all 
domains of social life when that life transgresses the limits of one single 
nation and influences the relations among nations.^ 

The same consensus is reflected in the ironic comment, rare in its 
critical detachment, of another speaker who expressed himself thus: 

One can without doubt call international any phenomenon because it 
belongs to all countries. Anything one wants to then becomes international. 
From this point of view, seasickness is an international fact; not only does 
one experience it on all oceans; but there arc societies against that disease, 
and one can conceive of an international league whose purpose it is to do 
research and ccjiiipare the methods with which to combat the disease. Yet 
the question remains outside our field of inquiry until one concerns oneself 
with the conclusion of an international convention obligating vessels to 
equip themselves with certain medicines which are recogni/xd as necessary 
for the protection against seasickness. 

I beg your pardon for having chosen that imaginary example. I wanted 
only to indicate the need for a narrow definition of international studies.- 

Thc <jrganizati()n of academic teaching and research in interna¬ 
tional relations has largely reflected the vagueness and eclecticism of 
the theoretical conception of international relations as an academic 
discipline. There has been a general tendency to divide the field of 
international relations into a number of subdivisions whose common 
denominator is their transcendence of national boundaries either 
geographically or functionally. These subdivisions were selected 

1 Antoni Deryng, in Cooperation intellectuelle, No. 68-69 (Paris, 1936), p. 33. 
Translated from the French by the author. 

2 Paul Mantoux. in Cooperation intellectuelle, No. 57-58 (Paris, 1935), p. 490. 
My translation. 
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from the traditional academic disciplines either m toto^ such as in¬ 
ternational law and international economics, or rearranged through 
the selection of individual courses taken from different disciplines. 
Thus all the courses which, for instance, had a reference to Russia 
in their title would be grouped under the area heading of Russia. 

It could not have passed unnoticed that the intellectual unity of an 
academic field, thus established, was bound to be of a most superfi¬ 
cial nature and that where there occurred real integration and cross¬ 
fertilization among several academic disciplines, credit was due to 
the creative process occurring in the minds of outstanding students 
rather than to the academic organization of the field. Attempts have 
therefore been made to give international relations the unity of an 
academic discipline by buttressing the eclectic organization of the 
field with a general or ‘"core” course or number of courses which 
are supposed to present the distinctive characteristics of interna¬ 
tional relations as an academic discipline. This core generally covers 
the fields of international law, international organization, interna¬ 
tional politics, international economics, international geography, 
American and European diplomatic history, with such additions as 
meet the preferences of individual institutions. Most textbooks in the 
field reflect the eclectic character of this core. For such a core, if it 
has no focus other than that of the “internationar’ character of in¬ 
ternational relations, cannot help being as eclectic and disparate as 
the field itself. 

The problems with which area studies must cope are similar, inn- 
tatis vrutandhy to those w ith wdiich the academic discipline of inter¬ 
national relations has dealt thus far w ithoiit spectacular success. The 
central problem is again that of focus and method. Area studies, 
both historically and analytically, form a part of the field of inter¬ 
national relaticms. The type of area study which is prevalent today 
owes its existence to the practical need to prepare members of the 
armed forces for service in foreign countries during the Second 
World War. Those who w ere expected to take responsible positions 
in foreign countries had to get acquainted as quickly as possible 
with the language, geography, culture, and history of those coun¬ 
tries. Not only were these training courses successful in their imme¬ 
diate purpose; they also put into sharp focus a foreign area not in 
terms of the traditional academic disciplines but, as it were, in terms 
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of the chaTacteristics and proWems of the area itself upon which the 
methods of all the relevant disciplines would be brought to bear. 
The process by which this objective is to be accomplished is gener¬ 
ally called “integration''; the effect of this process upon the minds 
of the student goes by the name of “cross-fertilization." 

Practical needs, if on a higher intellectual level, still provide one 
of the major arguments in favor of area studies; they are also appar- 
rent in the selection of the areas most frequently studied. Russia and 
Asia vie w ith each other for the attention of students and the com¬ 
mitment of resources. It is not by accident that it is with those areas 
that American foreign policy is primarily concerned and that knowl¬ 
edge of them is fragmentary and the supply of experts available for 
government service falls drastically below demand. Nor is it an acci¬ 
dent that the areas around w hich area studies arc centered arc gen¬ 
erally defined in terms w hich coincide with the areas of political 
interest. 

Aside from the training of prospective government officials, area 
studies are frequently motivated by the recognition of America's 
predominant place in world affairs, which necessitates a knowledge 
of the world with which the United States must deal as friend or 
foe. This higher level of practicality entails the desire to learn all the 
facts about all the regions of the world. Since the regions of prime 
political importance seem already to be adequately covered, late¬ 
comers anw)nit vinivcvsity administrations have been know n to search 
for empty spaces on the map which they might cover with an insti¬ 
tute for area studies. Underlying this tendency is the conviction 
that knowledge of unknown areas is useful in itself and that the 
more knowledge of this kind there is, the better wfill w^e be able to 
understand the world and discharge our responsibilities toward it. 

The purely intellectual objectives w hich are connected whh area 
studies—generally in theory and sometimes also in practice—number 
three. One stands on the borderline between theory and practice, 
one is conceived from the perspective of the social sciences, and one 
from that of the humanities. Area studies arc aimed at conveying 
the experience of cultural relativity wdiich will enable us to do jus¬ 
tice to foreign cultures in our intellectual judgment, moral evalua¬ 
tion, and aesthetic appreciation and will at the same time enable us 
to deal effectively with foreign areas, that is, on their own terms 
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rather than through riic imposition of our culture on theirs. Further¬ 
more, area studies are expected to contribute to the development of 
a universal social science which will arise from the isolatiim, analy¬ 
sis, and comparison of similar phenomena in different cultures. Fi¬ 
nally, they are supposed to provide tlie intellectual and aesthetic 
satisfaction that comes from the understanding of any culture in all 
its manifestations. 

Ihesc different objectixes of area studies are not necessarily in¬ 
compatible w ith one another. Yet it is obviously impossible to plan 
for all of them with ec]ual emphasis at the same time. If they arc all 
achieved at once, some of them are bound to be the by-products of 
those for the sake of w hich the studies were undertaken. I'hcre can 
be little doubt that in practice, as concerns the delimitation and se¬ 
lection of areas as w ell as the development of concrete research 
projects, practical considerations have generally prevailed over 
purely intellectual ones. 

An interdisciplinary science of areas, in order to be theoretically 
valid and practically useful, must be mindful of seven principles 
which apply to all social sciences but which have been insufficiently 
heeded by area studies in particular and by international relations in 
general: 

First, a non-directive, “objective" social science is, as we have 
seen, a contradiction in terms. All social sciences, in so far as they 
deserve the name of science at all, cannot fail to reflect both the so¬ 
cial Staiidort and the particular intellectual interest of the observer. 
A social science which strives for unattainable objectivity can at 
best collect the raw materials of science in the form of a mass of 
unrelated or Init superiicially and irrelevantly related facts. Social 
science is of necessin' science from a certain point of view % and that 
point of view is determined by the over all outlook of the scholar 
as well as by the particular interest with which the scholar ap¬ 
proaches the segment of social reality w hich he intends to investi- 
gatc. 

Second, it follovws that the quantity of facts collected is not neces¬ 
sarily proportionate to the quantity of truth discovered. In order to 
understand a particular area it is not necessary^ even if it were pos¬ 
sible, to know all the facts about it. Nor is it true that our knowd- 
edge of the world around us increases necessarily with the number 
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of areas investigated and the number of facts known about those 
areas. 

Third, regardless of whether the immediate purpose of area re¬ 
search is theoretical or practical, only a theoretical approach to area 
research can assure useful, practical results, which are not useful 
merely by accident. A non-theoretical approach to area research can 
do no more than elaborate upon the common-sense approach which 
the layman uses when he must solve a practical problem. An area 
study, to be useful not only for the practical problems raised by 
yesterday’s news but for a whole series of practical problems to be 
expected in the future, must rest on theoretical foundations which 
are able to support a whole scries of practical solutions by virtue of 
their theoretical nature. 

Fourth, an area for research is not necessarily identical with a geo¬ 
graphical, political, or cultural area. The definition of the area and 
of the problems to l)e investigated within the area is a fvinction of 
the intellectual interest of the scholar. Theoretically, then, one can 
imagine as many definitions of areas and of area problems as there 
are scholars interested in that particular region. In practice, of 
course, the number of area definitions and problem selections is lim¬ 
ited by the number of legitimate intellectual interests with which 
members of a certain culture will approach other areas at a particu¬ 
lar time. Obviously, scholarly interest in the Soviet Union today is 
focused in a certain way by the general intellectual interests of our 
culture in which all potentially interested scholars partake. 

Fifth, it follows from this observation that the interdisciplinary 
approach to area studies that is likely to proceed by way of integra¬ 
tion and to result in cross-fertilization must be more than the addi¬ 
tion of a number of different disciplines concerned with the same 
area and the same problems within that area. The unifying element 
in an interdisciplinary area study is not the common concern with 
an area or even the common concern with certain problems within 
that area. It is rather the identity of focus directed toward the same 
problems within the same area which gives unity to an interdisci¬ 
plinary area study. In other words, representatives of different dis¬ 
ciplines stand, as it were, on the same hill looking in the same direc¬ 
tion at the same object and try to discern the same thing about this 
object, be it its nature, its movements, its influence upon other ob- 
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jccts, or the influence to which it is subjected by other objects, and 
the like. These onlookers differ, however, in the kind of instruments 
they use in order to discern the common object of their intellectual 
curiosity. This is integrated area research. 

Since the different scholars use different instruments on the same 
object, they are bound to sec different qualities in that object. By 
communicating to each other what they have seen, the minds of all 
concerned correlate the results of the researches of the others with 
their own. This mutual communication is what is called “cross- 
fertilization.” 

Sixth, the different disciplines that are brought to bear upon an 
area problem are not equal with each other. If they were, true and 
full integration tvould be impossible. We have said that integrated 
research means that different disciplines want to know the same 
riling about the same object. But who determines what that same 
thing is going to be? Area research mav- center upon the economic 
siructurc of the Siamese village, and then it is economics which de¬ 
termines the common object of intellectual curiosity; and the other 
disciplines called in for co-operation, such as anthropology, geog- 
raphv, political science, must subordinate their own specific interests 
to the interests of economics. Or wc are interested in the political 
structure of the Siamese village, and then it is political science which 
sets the theme and determines the outlook of the auxiliary sciences. 
In one word, interdisciplinary area research requires m(*re “disci¬ 
pline” than disciplinary research; for it requires the subordination of 
the specific interests of certain disciplines to the dominant one. Inte¬ 
gration requires a hierarchy of interests in u hich one interest has 
tlic function of integrating the others. 

Seventh, underlying all area research must be the awareness that 
all the specific manifestations of a particular culture contain an ele¬ 
ment of universality, however undiscovcrable or unprovablc it may 
be in a particular instance. Area research, then, must take into ac¬ 
count an element that transcends the limits of any particular area. 
More than that, it is this transcendent element wdiich makes area re¬ 
search possible in the first place. For if wc could not assume that, 
while investigating a foreign area, we should find not only^ things 
that are strange but also things that arc familiar, \vt would not be 
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able even to try to understand a foreign area and would face it im- 
comprehendingly. 

The element of universality, transcending any particular area and 
common to all, ma\' be called human nature. However different its 
specific manifestations at different times and places, it is the same 
everywhere and at all times. Without assuming its idcntit\^ in time 
and space, we could see in other cultures, past or present, nothing 
more than cither a mass of incomprehensible facts or else a distorted 
image of our own cull lire. Thus every historian and area specialist 
must assume implicitly the identiiv of human nature in time and 
space in order to V)C able to understand at all, however loudh he 
may deny its existence. It is at this point that w e come face to face 
with w hat is perhaps the most serious shortcoming of contemporary 
area studies. 

Conremporarv area studies assume that the lvc\' to the undersrand- 
incr of a foreign area lies in the investigation of the speeihe pltcnom-' 
ena that make up that area. If w e want to understand (Ellina w c must 
study China; if wc w ant to understand France wc must study 1'ranee. 
^’cr might it nor he said that, in order to understand (]hina or France 
or any other area, it is first necessary to understand mankind, of 
which all areas arc but particular manifestations? If I know some¬ 
thing about human nature as such, I know something about Chinese 
and Frenchmen, for 1 know something about all men. It is true that 
this somethino* 1 know about all men is general and liable to lead me 
astray if I try tr) explain through it the concreteness of a particular 
historical situation. Vet w ithout such a conception of human nature, 
made articulate in n philosophy of man and society, a foreign area 
can be no more than a mysterious oddity, attractive or repulsive as 
the case may be, and at best to be understood in terms of one’s ow n 
culture. 

That this is not mere idle speculation everyday experience shows. 
Why is it that I am able to understand the Homeric licrocs or Chau¬ 
cer’s pilgrims without having mastered the area rescarcli of ancient 
Troy and medieval England? Why is it that I am able to compre¬ 
hend the domestic and foreign policies of contemporary Russia 
w ithout being an area specialist in the Russian field? Why is it that 
I have a general understanding of contemporary China while I am 
virtually ignorant about China as an area? Why is it that the niem- 


96 



International Relations as an Academic Discipline 

hers of the British foreign service have been traditionally trained in 
the humanities and more particularly in the classics and then sent in 
succession to the four corners of the earth, showing frcquentlv su¬ 
perb understanding of the areas in w hich they worked? The answer 
to these questions has already been given: if you know something 
about man as such you know’ something about all men. You know^ at 
least the contours of human nature which, when superimposed upon 
a concrete situation, may get blurred here and there and which al- 
w avs lack specific content and color. It is for area studies to pro- 
\ide an empirical check upon their correctness and that specific 
c:f)ntent and color. 'This, then, is a plea not for giving up area stud¬ 
ies as at present executed and for reviving an exclusive humanistic 
approach, but rather for the recognition of the limitations of both. 
The future of area studies seems to lie in a combination of both 
approaches, with the emphasis upon one or the other according to 
the qualifications and preferences of the group undertaking such 
research. 

A word might be said in passing about the lessons to be learned 
from the traditional classical studies w hich frequently have been re¬ 
ferred to as the prototype of the area studies of our day. This they 
are not; for w hat distinguishes traditional classical studies and con- 
icinporary area studies is exactly the philosophical orientation in the 
former and lack of such orientation in the latter. The rationale un¬ 
derlying classical studies was no practical purpose or curiosity for 
its ow n sake or a special research interest, but the conviction that in 
the civilization of ancient Greece and Rome the nature of man in all 
its manifestations could be detected in its purest form, to be emu¬ 
lated by the generations to come. The error of that approach w as 
its cultural absolutism which took classical civilization to be the 
norm bv'^ which all other civilizations were to be judged. The truth 
of classical studies, largely ignored by contemporary area studies, is 
to be found in their conviction, accepted as self-evident, that the 
study of any civilization requires an underlying conception of the 
nature of man w hich gives direction and form to the research to be 
undertaken. 

Since w hat is w rong w ith area studies also handicaps international 
relations as an academic discipline, the remedies in both cases must 
be, vmtatis vmtavdiSy the same. We have seen that international rela- 
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tions has concerned itself indiscriminately with everything that is 
“international,” that is, that transcends the boundaries of a particular 
nation. To establish an academic discipline with the adiective “inter¬ 
national” as its focus is obviously no more possible than to center 
one on the adjective “national.” Such attempts, on the national or 
international let el, will lead either to the restoration, bv dint of their 
own logic, of the traditional academic disciplines and consequently 
to the frustration (^f intcrdisciplinarv integration, or else to the 
drowning of all discipline in a chaotic mass of unrelated data which 
will at best receive from the ever changing whims of public opinion 
a semblance of order and direction. 

The need for a principle of order and a focus, narrower than the 
mere reference to things international and more germane to the 
things wx want to know when we study international relations, 
could nut have been lost on university administratii>ns w Inch w ere 
responsible for the organization of research and teaching in the field 
of international relations. The idea of the core, composed of what is 
considered to he the more important academic disciplines bearing 
upon international relations, has resulted from the recognition of 
that need. 'S'er it w as a step in the wrong direction. I'lie idea of the 
core fails to distinguish between the need for multidisciplinarv 
knowledge, w ithour w hicli international relations cannot be under¬ 
stood, and the requivement of a principle of order or focus for in¬ 
tellectual curiosity, without which no academic discipline can exist. 
The idea of tlie core accepts the former w hile rejecting the latter. 

An expert in international relations must of course know some¬ 
thing about international law, international organization, interna¬ 
tional politics, international economics, international geography, 
diplomatic history. If he knows nv)thing move than that he possesses 
a collection of fragmentary knowledge taken from different disci¬ 
plines; if he is able to integrate these fragments of know^ledge into a 
new discipline called “inrernarional relations,” as has already been 
pointed our, he docs so by virtue of the integrative powxrs of his 
mind, not because of the training he has received. International re¬ 
lations, like area studies, must have a focus, and it cannot be law, 
politics, economics, geography, and what not at the same time. Not 
all that is important to know about international relations can have 
the same value as the integrating principle and focus of an academic 


98 



International Relations as an Academic Discipline 

discipline. Inrcrnational relations as an academic discipline, no less 
than area studies, reipiircs a hierarchy of intellectual interests, one 
of which is predominant, providing the principle of integration, 
while the others are subsidiary, supplying the knowledge necessary 
for the satisfaction of the predominant interest. 

What is the predominant interest of international relations as an 
academic discipline? 1 wo different answers must be given to that 
question. The first is identical with the one we gave when we raised 
the same question with regard to area studies. That is to say, the 
possible predominant interests are as numerous as are the legitimate 
objects of intellectual curi(jsity. It is, then, as legitimate to put eco¬ 
nomics in the center of international relations as it is to put law or 
geography there and to subordinate other disciplines to the predom¬ 
inant economic, legal, or geographical interests. In this view as many 
“sciences” of international relations arc possible as there exist pre¬ 
dominant interests which correspond to legitimate objects of intel¬ 
lectual curiosity. 

I'his answer to our question opens up three possibilities for aca¬ 
demic organization. First, it is possible to deal with international re¬ 
lations, thus conceived, in the different established departments 
which are selected according to the predominant interest of the 
scholar and student. International economics would then be dealt 
with in the department of economics, w hich would request such aid 
from other departments as it needed. Second, special academic or¬ 
ganizations can be established with one predominant interest as their 
focus. Thus one can visualize a department or institute of interna¬ 
tional economics which would group subsidiary disciplines around 
international economics as its center. Finally, a flexible program can 
be established, particularly useful for undergraduate instruction, to 
allow students to select within a department or committee of inter¬ 
national relations a number of different combinations, which, how¬ 
ever, all center upon one discipline which a student must master. It 
may be noted in passing that this last arrangement has been put into 
practice by some of the leading area institutes and schools of inter¬ 
national relations. 

The other answer to the question of what the predominant inter¬ 
est of international relations must be assumes that among a number 
of legitimate interests there is in a particular period of history one 
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which demands special attention. The educator must ask himself 
which among the many foci of international relations is most im- 
portant for the student’s interest to center upon, and the scholar 
must ask himself which among the many perspectives from which 
one can investigate international problems is most important from the 
theoretical and practical point of view. Today most institutions and 
students have turned to the study of international relations because of 
their interest in world politics. The primaev of politics over all other 
interests, in fact as well as in thought, in so far as the relations among 
nations and areas are concerned, needs only to be mentioned to be 
recognized. The recognition of this primacy of politics cannot but 
lead to the suggestion that, among the legitimate predominant inter¬ 
ests upon which international relations as an academic discipline 
might be focused, international politics should take precedent over 
all others. 

For the academic organization of the discipline of international 
relations this answer can mean two dilTerenr things. It can mean the 
establishment of departments, committees, or schools which focus 
on international politics, subordinating other disciplines to it. Or it 
can mean that international relations is dealt w ith in this same wa\’ 
by that traditional academic discipline w hose main subject matter is 
supposed to be the study of politics in all its manifestations, that is, 
the department of political science. The advisability of this solution 
w ill depend upon w hether a department of political science actually 
puts the study of politics in the center of its endeavors or w hether— 
as most of them do—it merely offers a disparate collection of courses 
w hose common denominator is a vague and general relation to the 
activities of the state. 
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III 

THE BURDEN OF AN 
OBSOLESCENT IRADITION 


Wk HAVE pointed our that all great contributions to 
political thought have been a response to challenges arising from 
political reality. Their response was necessarily conditioned by an 
intellectual tradition w hich, in turn, was a response to the political 
reality of another day. I'o what extent is our political tradition adc- 
ejuate to the understanding of the contemporary political world? 
'Fo w hat extent does it reflect the perennial truths about politics, 
and to w hat extent is it but the product of a particular historic con¬ 
figuration, doomed to obsolescence with the disappearance of the 
latter? In every historic period, political thought must answer these 
i|ucstions anew . The answ ers a historic period finds set the limits 
within which its political thought is to fulfil its creative function, 
forming a new intellectual traditi(»n fated to be superseded again. 

Contemporarv political thought is unable to answ er these ques¬ 
tions; it is even unable to pose them. Its relativism prevents it from 
raising the perennial problem of tlie distinction betw een truth and 
opinion. In so far as it is consistent in its relativism it cannot even 
distinguish among different opinions, provided they are socially ac¬ 
ceptable. Despairing of coming to terms w ith contemporary political 
reality, it retreats, as we have seen, into a methodological dogmatism 
which provides a respectable shelter from the risks of political con¬ 
troversy. 

In the absence of such consistency and by virtue of its involvement 
in the political situation, political thought tends to identify uncriti¬ 
cally a particular opinion, reflecting a particular political position and 
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interest, with truth and thereby to transform theory into ideology. It 
finds its tools in an intellectual tradition which has been left behind 
by actual political developments and, thus being removed Iroin po¬ 
litical controversy, provides the canons of political orthodoxy to be 
interposed between the observer s mind and political reality. Out¬ 
moded political ideas tend to fill the gap left by the sterility of con- 
temporarv political thought. Thus the age lives in good measure 
upon the intellectual capital accumulated in the past, and the un¬ 
critical acceptance of that heritage, stifling the creative awareness 
of the present, has become a burden which impedes the grow th not 
only of political thought but of political institutions as w ell. 

On the plane of domestic politics, the great new fact w'ith w hich 
political thought must come to terms is the diminution of the indi¬ 
vidual vis-a-vis the state and the concentrations of autonomous social 
power in the form of giant corporations, labor unions, and mass 
media of communication. I'hc present age poses anew the problem 
of individual freedom, and it puses it in the novel configuration of a 
three-cornered contest betwx‘en the state, the concentrations of au¬ 
tonomous social power, and the individual. How^ can the state be 
made strong enough to protect the individual against these concen¬ 
trations of autonomous social forces, but not so strong as to be able 
to subvert the freedom of the individual? In other words, the admin¬ 
istrative state raises an issue w hich cannot be understood, let alone 
solved, by the traditional juxtaposition betw cen the state and the in¬ 
dividual and the ritualistic manipulation of the traditional concepts 
of constitutional law. 

The international scene has been in our time transformed by three 
great revolutions. The political revolution has destroyed the modern 
pluralistic state system, kept in being by a flexible balance of p(jwer, 
and replaced it w ith a bipolar WH)rld. The technological revolution 
has created the technical means both for the total destruction and 
the total unification of the w^orld. The moral revolution has split the 
world into two hostile camps, divided not only by political interests 
but also by political philosophies and ways of life. Consequently, the 
intellectual tools which helped us in the past to understand and mas¬ 
ter the problems of international politics all need examination and 
adaptation to radically new conditions. Their unexamined use, as 
though this w ere still the w orld of their origin, not only impedes 
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uiuiersr.'iiuling but also, as will be shown, stands in the way of suc- 
c'cssful action. 

We have tried elsewhere, both systematically and on the occasion 
of concrete political problems, to re-examine and reformulate the 
basic concepts of international politics. We have selected here five 
concepts w'hose uncritical use has persistently obscured thought and 
impeded action: freedom, political and economic, separation of pow¬ 
ers, nationalism, neutrality and neutralism, and international law. 
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During the Civil War, which was a war for free¬ 
dom in a truer sense than most of the wars which have been so 
called, Abraham 1/incoln laid bare the essentials of the dilemma 
\\'hich has baffled the philosophic understanding of freedom and 
\\ hich has made it appear that there w as always something left to be 
desired in its pt)litical realization. On April 18, 1864, lanccdn gave a 
brief and unpretentious address to the crowd assembled at the Sani¬ 
tary Fair in Baltimore. 

“I'he world has ne\er had a good dclinition of the \\-ord liberty,” 
he said, 

and the Anieriean people, just now, are nuich in want of one. W'^e all de¬ 
clare for liberty; but in using the same ixord we do not all mean the same 
thing. With sonic the Mord libeity ma\’ mean for each man to do as he 
pleases with himself, and the product t)f his labor; while with others the 
same \n ord niav mean for some men to do as they please with other men, 
and the product of other men's labor. Here are twr), not onl\’ different, 
but incompatible things, called by the same name—liberty. And it follows 
that each of the things is, by the respective parties, called by tw o different 
and incompatible names—lii)ern' and tyrannw 

The shepherd drives the wolf from the sheep’s throat, for which the 
sheep thanks the shepherd as a liberator^ while the wolf denounces him for 
the same act as the destroyer of liberty, especially as the sheep W'as a black 
one. Plainly the sheep and the wolf are not agreed ujM)n a definition of the 
word liberty; and precisely the same difTcrence pre\'ails today among us 
human creatures, even in the Xorrh, and all professing to love liberty. 
Hence w e behold the processes b)' w hich thousands are daily passing from 
under the yoke of bondage, hailed by some as the advance of liberty, and 
bewailed by others as the destruction of all liberty. 

Political freedom, then, has two different and incompatible mean¬ 
ings accf)rding to whether we think of the holder or the subject of 
political power. Freedom for the holder of political pow cr signifies 
the opportunity to exercise political domination; freedom for the 
subject means the absence of such domination. Not only arc these 
tw o conceptions of freedom mutually exclusive in logic, but they 
arc also incapable of coexisting in fact within any particular .sphere 
of action. One can only be realized at the expense of the other, and 
the more there is of the one the less there is bound to be of the other. 
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The concept of freedom is contradictory as seen from the vantage 
point of the political master and his subject. It is also ambivalent in 
t\ut nM>st inenvY^crs of society are not simpYy one or tltc other, mas¬ 
ter or subject, but both at the same time. B is the master of C and 
also the subject of A, and C, in turn, is the master of D, and so on. 
Most men play a dual role w ith regard to political pow er, subjecting 
some to it and being svibjected to it by others. W\\en they claim 
freedom for themselves, w hat do they mean: their freedom to domi¬ 
nate others or their freedom from domination bv others? Perhaps 
they mean one; perhaps they mean the other; perhaps they mean 
both. 'Vhis ambivalence mabes incvitaldy for continuous confusion, 
manifesting itself typically in ideologies w hich rationali/.c and jus¬ 
tify the freedom to dominate in terms of the freedom from domi¬ 
nation. 

It follows that universal and al>sokite freedom is a contradiction in 
terms. In the political realm, the freedom of one is aKvays paid for 
b\' the lack of freedom of somel)od\' else. I'he political master can 
have his freedom onl\' at the price of the freedom of those who arc 
subject to him; the latter can be free only if the master is made to 
sacrifice his freedom as a master. 

What applies to the freedom to exercise political pt)W'cr also re- 
\eals itself in the profession and application of the political truth 
which justifies and informs the exercise of pcditical power. Me who 
bclie\'es that he has a monopoly of truth in matters political is free 
to propound his “truth,’' w hich to him appears to be all the truth 
there is, and to act upon it onl\' if the non-believers arc not free to 
oppose their “truths” to his; for freedom for error to corrupt 
thought and action is incompatible w irh the freedom of the truth to 
prevail. On the other hand, the freedom of the many to compete in 
the market place for acceptance of their different truths requires the 
abrogation of the freedom tif the one w impt^se his conception of 
truth upon all. 

In any given societ\' not c\ cryone can be as free as everyone else. 
I'ivery society must decide for itself w ho shall have w^hat freedom, 
riie kind of freedom a particular society is able to realize in a particu¬ 
lar period of its histor), then, depends upon the kind of political 
order under w hich it lives. The nature of that particular order, in 
turn, is determined by the fundamental values wfith w hich that soci- 

105 



1) I L K M .M AS OF P O L I 1 I C S 


ety identifies itself and which it attempts to realize through the me¬ 
dium of politics. In short, the kind of liberty a society enjoys is de¬ 
termined by the kind of political justice it seeks. Liberty cannot be 
defined without justice, and it can only be realized by a particular 
political order infonued by a particular sense of justice. 

All attempts at realizing freedom have throughout history derived 
from one of two incompatible conceptions of justice*, one, minori- 
tariaii; the other, equalitarian. 

The niinoritarian conception of justice assumes that only a minor¬ 
ity, determined by birth, supernatural charisma, or qualifications of 
achievement, is capable of finding and understanding the truth about 
matters political and of acting successfully on it. The majority, not 
so endowed, is subject to the will of the minority, both for its own 
sake and for the sake of the whole commonwealth. From l^lato and 
Aristotle to the modern justifications of aristocratic and totalitarian 
government, the denial of political freedom for the majority has 
derived from a conception of political justice which limits to a mi¬ 
nority the ability and, hence, the right to enjoy political freedom. 

This conception determines not only the over-all character of po¬ 
litical society but also the specific nature of its institutions. It claims 
for these institutions the attribute of freedom, if not in good faith, 
at least in good logic. Vo what Jdncoln experienced in the contro¬ 
versies over slavery \vc can add our experiences with totalitarian 
arguments. 

Communi.st theory claims that the government monopoly of in¬ 
formation and control over the mass media of communication means 
freedom of the press and the only freedom of the press there is, 
while what we call freedom of the press is but a sham. The absurdity 
of the argument does not lie in the claim itself but in the underlying 
assumption of a government monopoly of political truth, from 
which the claim follows with logical necessity. For since we have 
all the political truth there is, so the Communist argument runs, how 
can we allow freedom of expression to those who refuse to recog¬ 
nize the political truth and, hence, are by definition enemies of the 
truth, that is, criminals, saboteurs, or foreign agents? And what you 
in the West call freedom of the press is nothing but the license to 
sow confusion by propounding error as truth. 

The decisive argument against the Communist idea of freedom 
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and against all political philosophies reserving political freedom to a 
minority, however defined, must come to terms with the philo¬ 
sophic assumption from which those political philosophies derive. 
That argument is two-pronged. 

It opposes the monistic assumptu>i\ of a monopoly of political 
truth vested in a minorifv with the pluralistic assumption that, while 
no member of society has a monopoly of political truth or can even 
be certain what action political truth reejuires in a given situation, 
all members of societ\' as rational i)cino:s have access to a measure of 
political truth, how ever dimly seen. From this cqualitarian political 
ontology and anthropology evolves an C(jualitarian conception of 
political justice w'hich postulates equality of political rights and equal 
treatment of equal situations. Since no conception of political truth, 
or any political philosophy and program of action derived from it, is 
necessarily and demonstrably superior to any other, they must all 
have an equal chance to prevail, but none of them must be given an 
a priori chance to prevail oi\cc and for all. I'hc mechanism through 
which this equal chance inatcriali/es is tl\c periodical majority vote, 
w'hich decides the issue temporarily cither through popular elections 
or through the enactments of legislative assemblies. 

lupialitarianisni, then, attacks the minoritarian conception of po¬ 
litical justice on the grounds that no minority can be politically so 
wise in comparison w ith the majority as to possess a monopoly of 
political wisdom. No minority can be trusted with absolute powxr 
on the assumption that it possesses absolute wisdom. When Crom¬ 
well appeals to the representatives of the Church of Scotland, “I be¬ 
seech you, in the bow els of Christ, to think it possible you may be 
mistaken,” he expresses in the religious sphere the ccjualitarian mood. 

Yet equalitarianism not only refuses to accept the explicit minori¬ 
tarian claim of infallilnlitv but also rejects its implicit claim to in¬ 
corruptibility. Here is the other prong of the cqualitarian argument. 
The minoritarian claim to a monopoly of political freedom deriv^cs 
from the overt assumption of a monopoly of political wfisdom and of 
necessity implies a monopoly of political goodness. For the minori¬ 
tarian claim can be defended by the minority and accepted by the 
majority only on the assumption that the minority w ill not abuse its 
absolute power. I'hc nature of man, as it reveals itself to introspec¬ 
tion and through the evidence of history, militates against the cor- 
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rcctness of that assumption. The inevitable corruptiveness of power 
is the political manifestation of the inevitability of sin. Equalitarian- 
ism attempts to limit the opportunities for the abuse of pow er by 
limiting the political freedom of the holders of powxr. Western con¬ 
stitutionalism is an elaborate device to subject the political freedom 
of the holders of political power to institutional limitations and legal 
controls. 

The dccisixe safeguard, however, against the abuse of political 
power is the institution of periodical popular elections. The very 
fact that political power is subject to recall and can be taken for 
granted onlv for limited periods of time limits the duration of po¬ 
litical power with mechanical sharpness. But it also limits the free¬ 
dom w ith w hich political power can be used as long as it lasts. For 
since the holders of political power have a natural tendency to keep 
themselves in pow cr by having themselves re-elected, they must use 
their political freedom in view of w inning the ever impending elec¬ 
tions. Thus the preferences of the electorate, real or fancied, are an 
ever present limitation on the freedom of the holders of political 
power to use that power as they would like to. The absolute ruler is 
free to govern as he secs fit, subject onlv to the limits of physical 
nature. The freedom of constitutional government is hemmed in not 
onlv by institutional devices and, in so far as it is democratic, by the 
mechanical limits of popular elections but also by the political dy¬ 
namics of the democratic process. It is this contrast between the 
complete freedom of the absolute ruler to exercise the authority of 
government at his discreiion and the limits within wiiich constitu¬ 
tional government must operate which Theodore Roosevelt had in 
mind w hen he expressed the w ish to be for twenty-four hours Pres¬ 
ident, Congress, and Supreme Court at the same time. 

The democratic processes, in order to be able to delimit the free¬ 
dom of the rulers to govern, must themselves be free to bring the 
will of the majority to bear upon the personnel and policies of the 
government. The freedom of the government to control and replace 
the rulers and the limitations upon the rulers’ freedom to govern arc 
the two sides of the same coin, the latter being a function of the 
former. Without that freedom of the governed, democracy loses its 
substance; for it no longer provides the people with the freedom of 
choosing rulers and, through them, policies. A democracy that loses 
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that freedom can survive only as the periodical plebiscitarian ap¬ 
proval of the personnel and the policies of the government. This is 
the totalitarian rvpc of democracy. 

One would misunderstand flic nature of democracy and of totali¬ 
tarianism as w ell as their relationship w ere one to suggest that totali¬ 
tarian elections arc necessarily and always a sham and that they 
never reflect the true w ill of the people. I'hcv' may w ell reflect that 
will, as elections in Na/i Clcrmanx' and I'ascist Italy undoubtedly 
did, expressing a consensus betw een the popular w ill and the gov¬ 
ernment. Here lies the decisive dilTerencc between traditional au¬ 
tocracy and modern totalitarianism. Autocracy imposes its will upon 
an indiiTerent or luistile people; toralitarianisn^ aims at, and may suc¬ 
ceed in, governing w itli the consent of the governed. 

However, what sets totalitarianism apart from gcnvnnc democracy 
is the manner in w Inch the government attains the consent of the 
governed, 'rotalitarianism creates that consent through the monop- 
<distic nYAVwpuVatwm o( the nvass media of communication; the con¬ 
sent of the people does not set limits for the go\ crnment but is a 
function of its unlimited freedom. In a genuine democracy, on the 
other hand, the consent of the governed is the temporary result of 
the interplay of antagonistic forces, competing freely with each 
other for popular support. The government enters this contest es¬ 
sentially as an equal; w hatever advantages it may have by virtue of 
prestige, influence, and information do not substantially aflFect the 
principle of free competition, riins a genuinely democratic govern¬ 
ment can never be certain whether it will survive the next election 
tf) be replaced by another which, in turn, must sul))cct its personnel 
and policies to the popular judgment in still another election to 
come. 

Genuine democracy must forever guard against the temptation to 
transform itself into an imperfect type and then to degenerate into 
totalitarianism. While democracy requires that the w ill of the peo¬ 
ple limit the freedom of the government, it also requires that the 
freedom of the popvdar xvih be limited. A popular will not so lim¬ 
ited becomes the tyranny of the majority w hich destroys the free¬ 
dom of political competition and thus uses the pow ers of the govern¬ 
ment to prevent a new' majority from forming and to intrench itself 
permanently in the scat of power. There is only a small step from 
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the destruction of the freedom of competition, that is, imperfect de¬ 
mocracy, to the destruction of competition itself, that is, totali¬ 
tarianism. 

The freedom of political competition essential to democracy can 
be impaired in two different ways. The people arc being deprived of 
their freedom of choosing among alternative policies by choosing 
among different candidates for office if the different candidates for 
office are m)t identified with different policies but compete for 
power as an end in itself, not as a means for a particular policy. The 
people may still be able to choose in terms of the personal qualities 
of the candidates, such as competence and trustworthiness; their 
choice has no meaning for the substance of the policies to be pur¬ 
sued. The people, if they do not vote for the person of a candidate 
as such, will then vote out of habit or not at all, and in the measure 
in which this happens democratic elections will have lost their abil¬ 
ity to protect the freedom of the people by limiting the freedom of 
action of the government. 

The other—and more insidious—threat to freedom of political 
competition stems from the tendency of all majorities to act upon 
the assumption that they arc more—at best—than temporary approxi¬ 
mations to political truth, that is, the repositories of all the political 
truth there is. 'Hiey tend to think and act, as Jong as they last as ma¬ 
jorities, as though their will provided the ultimate standard of 
thought and action vand as though there were no higher law to limit 
their freedom. The majority, as long as it lasts, tends to become the 
absolute master, the tyrant, of the body politic, stifling in that body 
the vital spirit of questioning and initiative and evoking instead the 
submissiveness of conformity. Yet since there is no higher standard 
for thought and action than the will of the majority, in theory at 
least each successive majority may produce a new tyrant with a po¬ 
litical truth of its own. One political orthodoxy may be succeeded 
by another, calling forth a new conformity, and the very relativism 
which is the philosophic mainspring of the supremacy of the major¬ 
ity will produce not only the tyranny of the majority but also a 
succession of tyrannies, all justified by the will of the majority. 

While this is possible in theory, it is, however, not likely to occur 
for any length of time in practice. For the majority, by making it¬ 
self the supreme arbiter of matters political, must at least implicitly 
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deny to the minority the right to make itself the majority of tomor¬ 
row. Since the majority of today tends to claim a monopoly of po¬ 
litical truth, it must also tend to claim a monopoly of political 
power, freezing the existing distribution of power. In one \\T)rd, the 
majority of today tends to transform itself into a permanent major¬ 
ity and, by the same token, to reduce the minority of today to a 
permanent one. 

This development not only reduces the minority to a permanent 
one but also deprives it of its democratic reason to exist. That reason 
is its ability, equal in principle to that of the majority, to have access 
to political truth and act upon it; hence its claim to compete freely 
for becoming the majority tomorrow. The assumption that the ma¬ 
jority has a monopoly of political truth destroys the minority’s po¬ 
litical function and gives the respect for its existence an anachronistic 
quality. Since its continuing existence implicitly challenges the ma¬ 
jority’s monopolistic claims, is a living reminder of alternative rulers 
and policies, and may, by virtue of these attributes, become a politi¬ 
cal nuisance to the majority, the minority cannot for long survive 
the destruction of its philosophic justification and political function. 
With its destruction, democracy itself comes to an end. The unlim¬ 
ited freedom, that is, the tyranny, of the rulers corresponds to the 
unlimited lack of freedom of the ruled. 

Thus decadent democracy goes through three stages before it 
transforms itself into its opposite; totalitarian tyranny. It starts out 
by emptying itself of part of its substance: it destroys the freedom 
of choosing policies by choosing men. Then it substitutes for the 
spirit of free political competition, which derives from a pluralistic 
conception of political truth, the monistic assumption that only the 
majority possc.sses that truth. Then it subjects the minority to re¬ 
strictions which put it at a decisive disadvantage in the competition 
for intellectual influence and political power, thus transforming the 
majority into a permanent one, existing side by side with a perma¬ 
nent minority. The process of degeneration is consummated with 
the majority becoming the sole legitimate political organization, 
which combines the claim to a monopoly of political truth with a 
monopoly of political power. 

Against these tendencies toward self-destruction, inherent in the 
dynamics of democracy, the institutions and the spirit of liberalism 
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Stand guard. Liberalism has erected two kinds of safeguards: one in 
the realm of philosophic principle, the other in the sphere of political 
action. 

Liberalism holds certain truths to be self-evident, which no ma¬ 
jority has the right to abrogate and from which, in turn, the legiti¬ 
macy of majority rule derives. These truths, however formulated in 
a particular historic epoch, can be subsumed under the proposition 
that the individual—his integrity, happiness, and self-development— 
is the ultimate point of reference for the political order and, as such, 
o\\ es nothing to any secular order or human institution. 

It is on this absolute and transcendent foundation that the philos¬ 
ophy of genuine democracy rests, and it is within this immutable 
framework that the processes of genuine democracy take place. The 
pluralism of these processes is subordinated to, and oriented toward, 
those absolute and transcendent truths. It is this subordination and 
orientation that distinguishes the pluralism of the genuine type of 
democracy from the relativism of its corrupted types. For in the lat¬ 
ter the will of the majority is the ultimate point of reference of the 
political order and the ultimate test of what is politically true. What¬ 
ever group gains the support of the majority for its point of view 
gains thereb)' also the attributes of political truth, and the content 
of political truth changes with every change in the majority. Out of 
this relativism u hich makes political truth a function of political 
pow er develops, as we hav e seen, first the tyranny, and then the to¬ 
talitarianism, of the majority, unlimited as it is by an absolute, tran¬ 
scendent conception of political truth. Thus the relativism of ma¬ 
jority rule, denying the existence of absolute, transcendent truth 
independent of the majority will, tends tow^ard the immanent abso¬ 
lutism of a tyrannical or totalitarian majority, while the pluralism of 
genuine democracy assumes as its condlary the existence of such 
truth limiting the w ill of the majority. 

As a matter of philosophic principle, the political order is oriented 
toward the individual; the political order is the means to the individ- 
viaVs end. Yet as a matter of political fact, as \\c have seen, it is the 
very earmark of politics that men use other men as means to their 
ends. I'hat this cannot be otherwise is one of the paradoxes of the 
politics of liberalism; for political reality disavows, and does so con¬ 
tinuously and drastically, the postulates of liberal philosophy. Lib- 
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eralisni believes in the truth of man’s freedom, but it finds man 
everywhere a slave. Thus it adds another paradox—more shocking 
than the first for being the result of liberalism’s own efforts—by cre¬ 
ating political institutions which limit the freedom of some in order 
to preserve the freedom of others. Constitutional guaranties of civil 
rights and their legislative and judicial implementation are the lib¬ 
eral defenses of freedom of political competition. While the will of 
the majority decides how these guaranties are to be implemented, 
the existence of the guaranties themselves is not subject to that will. 
Quite to the contrary, these guaranties set the conditions under 
which the will of the majority is to be fonned and exercised. They 
establish the framework of democratic legitimacy for the rule of the 
majority. 

Yet the very need for these safeguards limiting the freedom of the 
majority points up the dilemma that liberalism faces. If the majority 
could be trusted with its power, the liberal safeguards would be un¬ 
necessary. Since it cannot be so trusted, its freedom must be cur¬ 
tailed for the very sake of freedom. The dilemma which concerned 
Lincoln in the individual relations between the wolf and the lamb 
reappears in the collective relations betw^een majority and minority. 
It manifests itself here typically in the concrete terms of the antin¬ 
omy betw^een individual rights and some collective good, such as 
general w^clfare, administrative efficiency, national security. The lib¬ 
eral concern for individual rights may stand in the w^ay of the maxi¬ 
mization of such a collective good, and the greater the need for the 
full realization of a collective good appears to be, the greater is the 
temptation to sacrifice individual rights for its sake. Is individual 
freedom more important than national security, without w hich there 
wall be no freedom at all? What benefits does a man draw from the 
Bill of Rights if, in the absence of measures of general welfare, it 
guarantees him the right to sleep under bridges and sell apples in the 
street? 

This dilemma lies outside the purvieW' of liberal philosophy, which 
inclined to identify itself in the nineteenth century with the individ¬ 
ualistic prong of the dilemma and shifted in the twentieth to the 
other, collectivist, one. Thus the philosophy of liberalism can pro¬ 
vide no intellectual tools with which to master this dilemma. The 
decline, in our time, of liberalism as theory and practice is the result. 
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Liberalism conceived of the problem of freedom in terms of a 
simple juxtaposition between society and the state. It saw the sole 
threat to individual freedom in the state, conceived either as an aris¬ 
tocratic minority or a democratic majority. Liberal policy, then, 
had a twofold aim: to erect a wall between the government and the 
people, behind which the citizens would be secure, and to confine 
the government behind that wall in as narrow a space as possible. 
'The smaller the sphere of the state, the larger the sphere of individ¬ 
ual freedom was bound to be. 

However, the aspirations for power, and the struggle for power 
resulting from them, could not be so neatly confined; for these as¬ 
pirations are not the exclusive property of any group but common 
to all men, ruler and ruled, oligarchs and democrats. The antono- 
mous forces of society, left to themselves, engendered new accumu¬ 
lations of power as dangerous to the freedom of the individual as the 
power of the government had ever been. And while liberalism had 
assumed that the weakness of the government assured the freedom 
of the individual, it now became obvious that it also assured the un¬ 
hindered growth of private power, destructive of individual free¬ 
dom. Against these concentrations of private power, which derived 
primarily from economic controls, the state was called back from 
the corner in which it had been confined to do battle. The state, 
which had just been relegated to the inconspicuous and relatively 
innocuous role of a night watchman by a society fearful of its power, 
was now restored to po^\’cr as the protector of individual rights. 
Thus the modern state bears a Janus head: one face that of a monster 
lusting for power over the individual, the other with the benevolent 
mien of the individuars defender against lus fellows’ infringements 
of his freedom. 

The struggle for freedom in the modern state has thus become a 
three-cornered fight, and the old dilemma reappears in a new and in¬ 
tricate configuration. A new feudalism of giant concentrations of 
economic power in the form of corporations and labor unions vies 
with the old tyranny of the state for limiting the freedom of the in¬ 
dividual, subjecting ever new spheres of formerly free individual 
action to ever more stringent restrictions. That new feudalism calls 
into being the “new despotism” of the administrative state, which, 
for the sake of individual freedom, superimposes its restrictions upon 
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those of the concentrations of economic po\ver. From the latter’s 
vantage point, this is but the old tyranny in modern garb. Yet the 
mass of individual citizens welcomes the administrative state as the 
champion of freedom. 

It is the measure of the inadequacy of the simple juxtapositions 
of nineteenth-century liberal philosophy and the measure of the 
inner contradictions and ambivalences of freedom as it actually op¬ 
erates in the modern state that both sides have a point. The admin¬ 
istrative state can become a new despot to some and a new liberator 
to others, as majority rule can be both the nearest approximation to 
freedom in a mass society and a many-hcaded and, hence, unassail¬ 
able destroyer of freedom. 
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political influence. This political influence is exerted through two 
channels: control of, and pressure upon, government personnel. 

The most effective political influence is exerted by the direct 
control of government personnel. The economic organization which 
has its representatives elected to the legislature or appointed to the 
relevant administrative and executive positions exerts its political in¬ 
fluence as far as the political influence of its representatives reaches. 
In so far as the representatives of these economic organizations can¬ 
not decide the issue by themselves, the competition for political in¬ 
fluence and, through it, economic advantage will be fought out 
within the collective bodies of the government by the representa¬ 
tives of different economic interests. While this relationship of di¬ 
rect control is typical in Europe, it is by no means unknown in the 
United States. State legislatures have been controlled by mining 
companies, public utilities, and railroads, and many individual mem¬ 
bers of Congress represent specific economic interests. Independent 
administrative agencies have come under the sway of the economic 
forces which they were intended to control. The large-scale inter¬ 
change of top personnel between business and the executive branch 
of the government cannot help but influence, however subtly and 
intangibly, decisions of the government relevant to the economic 
sphere. 

However, in the United States the most important political influ¬ 
ence is exerted through the influence of pressure groups. The deci¬ 
sion of the government agent—legislator, independent administrator, 
member of the executive branch—is here not a foregone conclusion 
by virtue of the economic control to which he is subject. His deci¬ 
sion is in doubt, for he is still open to divergent economic pressures. 
The competition for determining the decisions of the government 
takes place not among the government agents themselves but be¬ 
tween the government agent, on the one hand, and several economic 
pressure groups, on the other. Only after this competition among 
several pressure groups has been settled one way or another will the 
government agents compete with each other, provided the issue is 
still in doubt. 

The political struggle, ostensibly fought for victory in periodical 
elections by political parties, reveals itself in good measure as a con¬ 
test of economic forces for the control of government action. In 
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consequence, the decision of the government, and more particularly 
of legislatures, ostensibly rendered “on the merits of the case,’’ tends 
to reflect the weight of economic influence and, at worst, to give 
political sanction to decisions taken elsewhere. Legislators and ad¬ 
ministrators tend to transform themselves into ambassadors of eco¬ 
nomic forces, defending and promoting the interests of their man¬ 
datories in dealing with each other on behalf of them. The result is a 
new feudalism which, like that of the Middle Ages, diminishes the 
authority of the civil government and threatens it with extinction 
by parceling out its several functions among economic organizations 
to be appropriated and used as private property. And just like the 
feudalism of the Middle Ages, these new concentrations of private 
power tend to command the primary loyalties of the individual citi¬ 
zens who owe them their livelihood and security. In the end, the 
constitutionally established government tends to become, in the 
words of Chief Justice Marshall, a “solemn mockery,” glossing over 
the loss of political vitality with the performance of political rituals. 

If giant concentrations of economic power, in the form of cor¬ 
porations and labor unions, were thus to become laws unto them¬ 
selves, deciding with finality the matters vital to them and using the 
government only for the purpose of ratifying these decisions, they 
would not only have drained the lifeblood from the body politic 
but also have destroyed the vital energies of the economic system. 
For the vitality of the American economic system has resided in its 
ability to renew itself on new technological opportunities, unfet¬ 
tered by the interests identified with an obsolescent technology. 
Seen from the vantage point of the individual enterprise, this is what 
we call freedom of competition. This freedom of competition has 
been a function of the rules of the economic game, as formulated 
and enforced by the state. 

Yet the new feudalism, if it is not controlled and restrained, must 
inevitably tend to abrogate these rules of the game in order to assure 
the survival of the economic giants which, in turn, tend to take over 
the functions of the state. The consummation of this development, 
possible but not inevitable, would be a state of affairs in which for 
those giants the rule of life would not be freedom of competition, 
which might jeopardize their survival, but freedom from competi¬ 
tion in order to secure their survival. The dynamics of the capital- 
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istic system, especially in the United States, continually destroying 
and creating as life itself, would then give way to a gigantic system 
oi vested interests in which the estahVished giants would use the state 
to make themselves secure from competitive displacement, only to 
die the slow death of attrition. 

It is the measure of the quandary wdrich modern society faces in 
this problem that the most obvious cure raises issues as grave as the 
disease. That cure is a state strong enough to hold its own against 
the concentrations of private power. In good measure, such a state 
already exists. It is the state w hose importance for the economic life 
of the nation w e have discussed above. In so far as this state is able 
to act as an independent political force, controlling, restraining, and 
redirecting economic activities, it is indeed the strong state, capable 
of keeping the concentrations of private power in check. Yet such 
a state, by being strong enough for this task, cannot fail to be also 
strong enough to control, restrain, and redirect the economic activi¬ 
ties of everybody. In other words, as the liberal tradition correctly 
assumes, a strong government, w hatever else it may be able to ac¬ 
complish, threatens the liberties of the individual, especially in the 
economic sphere. 

Thus modem society is faced w ith a real dilemma: a government 
w hich is too w^eak to threaten the freedom of the individual is also 
too weak to hold its own against the new^ feudalism; and a govern¬ 
ment which is strong enough to keep the new^ feudalism in check in 
order to protect the freedom of the many is also strong enough to 
destroy the freedom of all. What, then, must it be: the new' feudal¬ 
ism of private pow er or the new despotism of the public power? 
The problem thus posed cannot be solved by any simple formula 
which endeavors to restore the juxtaposition of society and state 
from w'hich the philosophy of nineteenth-century liberalism evolved. 
Rather, the solution of the problem must start from the terms in 
which it poses itself in the twentieth century. 

A fmitful approach to this dilemma is suggested by the principles 
underlying the constitutional devices, institutional arrangements, 
and political dynamics of the American system of government by 
which The Federalist successfully tried to combine, in the simple 
relations between society as a whole and the state, a strong govern¬ 
ment w ith a pluralistic society. The same combination, in the com- 
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plex conditions of the contemporary, three-cornered contest, must 
rest upon the same foundation of the intricate interplay of multiple 
systems of checks and balances. 71iese systems, if tlicy work per¬ 
fectly, limit on all levels of social interaction, private and govern¬ 
mental, the freedom of all for the sake of everybody’s frecdtnn. 
I'hey do so in two different respects, through their internal struc¬ 
ture and through their relations with each other. The classic analy¬ 
sis of these two functions is provided by Number 51 of The Feder¬ 
alist, As concerns the function of the internal structure of a particular 
system: 

This policy of supplying by opposite and rival interests, the defect of bet¬ 
ter motives, might be traced through the whole system of human affairs, 
private as well as public. We see it particularly displayed in all the sub¬ 
ordinate distributions of power; where the constant aim is, to divide and 
arrange the several offices in such a manner, as that each may be a check 
on the other; that the private interest of every individual, may be a sentinel 
over the public rights. 

And for the relations among different systems: 

It is of great importance in a republic, not only to guard the society 
against the oppression of its rulers; but to guard one part of the society 
against the m)usticc of the other part. Different interests necessarily exist 
in different classes of citizens. If a majority be united by a common inter¬ 
est, the rights of the minority will be insecure. There are but two methods 
of providing against this evil: one by creating a will in the com¬ 

munity independent of the majority, that is, of the society itself; the other 
by comprehending in the society so many separate descriptions of citizens, 
as will render an unjust combination of a majority of the whole very im¬ 
probable, if not impracticable. . .. The .second method will be exemplified 
in the federal republic of the United States, W'^hilst all authority in it w'ill 
be derived from, and dependent on the society, the society itself will be 
broken into so many parts, interests, and classes of citi'zcns, that the rights 
of individuals, or of the minority, will be in little danger from interested 
combinations of the majority. In a free government, the security of civil 
rights must be the same as that for religious rights. It consists in the one 
case in the multiplicity of interests, and in the other, in the multiplicity of 
sects. The degree of security in both cases will depend on the number of 
intere.sts and sects.... 

In the end, the freedom—economic and political—of the individual 
in the modern state is not the result of one specific constitutional 
device or in.stitutional arrangement, although such a device or ar¬ 
rangement may well make freedom more secure. Freedom rather 
reposes upon the social order as a whole, the distribution of concrete 
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values to which society is committed. It is not enough for society to 
recognize the inalienable right of the lambs to life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness and to have on the statute books provisions 
against the activities of wolves detrimental to the lambs. The free¬ 
dom of both the wolves and the lambs will in the end depend upon 
the values which society attributes, not in the abstract but in the 
carving out of concrete spheres of action, to the freedom of the 
wolves and the lambs. What is their due? How far can they be al¬ 
low cd to go? Since neither, and especially not the wolves, can be 
allowed to go as far as they would like and would be able to go, 
society must intervene, deciding the value it washes to put upon 
their respective capabilities and interests and assigning to each a 
sphere and mode of action. That intervention may take the form of 
an explicit decision settling the issue once and for all. More likely 
and more typically, it wall result from the interplay of the totality 
of social forces, opposing, checking, supporting each other, as the 
case may be, in ever changing configurations, forming an intricate 
w^eb of horizontal and vertical connections. It is upon that complex 
and shifting ground that freedom rests in the modern wairld. 
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in an illuminating analysis of its fundamental 
problems, Professor Gcllhorn divides the history of administrative 
law into three periods, the first focusing its interest upon the consti¬ 
tutional divisions of power, the second searching for the appropriate 
boundaries of judicial review, and the third, in which we find our¬ 
selves at present, concentrating upon the procedures of administra¬ 
tion itself.^ Yet \\ hilc addressing oneself to this latter task, one can¬ 
not but realize that the unfinished business of the preceding periods 
obstructs the adequate solution of the pressing problems of today. 

The “pernicious abstractions” which after the Civil War super¬ 
seded the great and simple truths of Marshall’s Constitution arc still 
impeding the recognition of specific problems of administrative law 
and their adequate solution. The delimitation of administrative pow'- 
ers under the rule of hiw is one such problem. Not only is it obscured 
by the philosophical and political struggle between the “planners” 
and the “traditionalists,”® but the main obstacle to its recognition 
and solution lies in a legal doctrine which, mistaking its legalistic 
abstractions for the Constitution, conceals the fundamental relations 
between statutory and administrative rules behind a veil of concep- 
tualist distinctions and abstract theorems. Behind it and regardless of 
it, the realities of administrative and judicial practice deal with the 
realities of administrative problems in a realistic fashion; they may 
pay lip service to the theory, but they proceed as though it did not 
exist. It is the legal writers and the legislators who take the theory 
seriously and on the basis of it measure the administrative pow ers 
either too narrowdy or too broadly but, lacking sound standards, not 
adequately. 

1 Legislation and judicial decisions have been covered through 1943. More re¬ 
cent legal material does not affect the theoretical conclusions of this chapter. 

2 Walter Gcllhorn, Federal Administrative Proceedings (Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins Press, 1941), p. 43. 

3 Hans J. Morgenthau, book review in Columbia Law Review, XIJl (1941), 
330. 
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We shall discuss here the theoretical problems raised by the rule¬ 
making functions of administrative agencies, in the light of both 
legal theory and administrative and judicial practice. We take as our 
point of departure the Fair Labor Standards Act, whose deficiencies, 
from the point of view of sound administrative theory, offer an illu¬ 
minating illustration of the theoretical problems involved. 

The main weakness from which the administration of the Fair La¬ 
bor Standards Act suffers results from the division of functions be¬ 
tween Congress and the administrator in regard to the coverage of 
the act. On the one hand, the statute in rather vague and general 
language circumscribes positively the coverage of the act. On the 
other hand, the administrator has the power to issue regulations in¬ 
terpreting, defining, and making definite certain general concepts 
determining the coverage of the statute. As a further complication, 
the act does not deal with these powers of the administrator in a uni¬ 
form way; some derive from express delegation, others do not. Ac¬ 
cording to legal doctrine, the former are considered to have the 
force of law while the latter are supposed to be only the private 
opinion of the administrator without any binding force. Primarily 
concerned with doing justice to the constitutional doctrine of the 
separation of powers, the act has failed to define clearly the bound¬ 
aries between the domain of legislative enactment and the sphere of 
administrative rule-making. Thus it has come to pass that the admin¬ 
istrator is, on the one hand, assuming powers w hich, under a sound 
division of functions, should be exercised by Congress, and that, on 
the other hand, pow ers that are necessary for the enforcement of the 
act and functionally belong to the administrator are vested neither 
in him nor in Congress nor anywhere else but are, in case of litiga¬ 
tion, discharged by the courts. If there is no litigation they are actu¬ 
ally discharged by the administrator, but, from the point of view of 
the theory, they are not discharged at all. 

Congress, the administrator, most of the writers discussing the 
subject matter, and the courts pay their verbal respects to the classi¬ 
cal doctrine that only Congress may make rules with the binding 
force of law% that the other departments of government are limited 
to applying and interpreting the legal rules created by Congress, and 
that, finally. Congress can delegate its rule-making powers to other 
branches of the government only by limiting the delegated powers 
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to strictly defined subject matters and bv subjecting them to definite 
standards. It follows that, on the one hand, any delegation of powers 
not satisfying these requirements is invalid and that, on the other 
hand, any rule created by non-legislative agencies without express 
congressional delegation is without binding effect. 

The congressional deliberations preceding the enactment of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act took place in the shadow of the Supreme 
Court decisions in the Schechter'^ and Panama Refining Company^* 
cases. These two decisions seemed to give new vigor to this time- 
honored doctrine, and hence Congress was fearful lest the Fair Labor 
Standards Act might suffer the fate of the National Industrial Re¬ 
covery Act.^* The attention of the members of the Senate and House 
committees on labor centered upon making the act safe frotu consti¬ 
tutional attack. Extreme care was therefore taken to delegate to the 
administrator strictly limited rule-making powers with regard to 
subject matter as well as standards. “This Act,” stated Robert H. 
Jackson, then Assistant Attorney-General, in the congressional hear¬ 
ings, “combines everything, and is an attempt to take advantage of 
whatever theories may prevail on the Court at the time that the case 
is heard.”" 

The act, therefore, delegates comprehensive rule-making pov ers 
only in regard to the determination of minimum wages. Within this 
broad and comprehensive field the rule-making po\\ ers of the admin¬ 
istrator arc strictly circumscribed, apart from the general statutory 
standards, by the legislative determination of minimum and maxi¬ 
mum wages as well as by the administrator’s inability to change the 
industry committee’s wage recommendation which he is permitted 
only to reject or accept w toto. He can accept a recommendation 
only under the condition that it is made in accordance with law and 

^ A. L, A. Schcchter Poultry Carp, v. United States, 295 U.S. 495 (1935). 

Panama Refining Co, v. Ryati, 293 U.S. 388 (1935). 

® The decisions seem not to have been interpreted correctly by Congress, for 
the issue at stake in these cases was not delegation, but alienation, of legislative 
powers; that is, Congress tried to confer on the President legislative powers with¬ 
out clear limitation of subject matter. Congress cannot divest itself of powers 
vested in it. 

Joint Hearings before the Setiate Committee on Education and Labor and the 
House Committee on Labor on S. 2415 and H, R, 2700, 75th Cong., 1st sess. (1937), 
p. 54; 52 Stat. 1060 (1938), 29 U.S.C, § 202 (1940). 
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supported by the evidence adduced at the hearing-, only in that he 
must determine whether the recommendation will carry out the leg¬ 
islative purposes does his administrative discretion enter the picture. 
The judicial character of the proceedings is furthermore emphasized 
by the provision for judicial review of the wage order. This whole 
quasi-judicial organization of a “sub-legislative, advisory”® institu¬ 
tion of industry committees is due to the desire of Congress to meet 
all possible constitutional objections derived from the principles of 
due process and delegation of powers. 

The act also delegates to the administrator the power to issue 
regulations and orders prescribing the reports to be made by em¬ 
ployers subject to the act, and exempting learners, apprentices, and 
handicapped workers from the minimum wage provisions. In the re¬ 
mainder of the nineteen sections of the act, no coherent rule-making 
powers are delegated to the administrator. It is only in four isolated 
instances that the act empowers the administrator to define certain 
terms to be found in its provisions. Thus he may determine the rea¬ 
sonable cost of board, lodging, and other facilities; he may determine 
which industries arc of a seasonal nature; he may define and delimit 
the terms “employed in a bona fide executive, administrative, pro¬ 
fessional, or local retailing capacity, or in the capacity of outside 
salesman”; and he may finally determine “the area of production” 
WTthin the meaning of Section 13 (a) (10). 

Following the popular conception of bureaucratic administration, 
one could have anticipated that the administrator would use to the 
limit the powders expressly conferred on him by Congress and take 
advantage of any opportunity to assume powers not expressly dele¬ 
gated but necessary for the administration of the act. Yet in a self- 
effacing fashion, which seems either to point to an administrative in¬ 
feriority complex and give the lie to the popular conception of 
bureaucratic arrogance and tyranny or else to offer evidence of a 
super-Machiavellian hypocrisy, the administrator has accentuated 
and strengthened the legislative policy by emphasizing the narrow¬ 
ness of the delegated power, on the one hand, and, on the other, the 
legal impotence of his opinions in the broad domain where no ex¬ 
pressly delegated powers exist. 

^ The apt characterization is taken from the Attorney General’s Committee on 
Administrative Procedure, Administration of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 
1938, Wage and Hour Division, I, 81. 
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The rcgu\atory activities of the administrator under the i^air La¬ 
bor Standards Act reflect most faithfully the constitutional doctrine 
according to which the administrative rule-making powers are de¬ 
pendent upon express statutory delegation. In harmony with this 
doctrine the administrator has issued regulations claiming the force 
of law only with respect to those matters which the act has expressly 
authorized him to regulate. The act deals, however, with a number 
of matters which are in need of further clarification and implemen¬ 
tation, and, as regards the power to regulate them, the act is silent. 
Faced with the need for regulations, on the one hand, and the appar¬ 
ent lack of power to issue them, on the other, the administrator has 
resorted to a unicjiie makeshift in publishing interpretative bulletins, 
w hich in the language of a legal brief or a learned legal paper explain 
the law’ to the public. The administrator is careful to point out in 
each bulletin (w ith the exception of No. 4) that the binding effect 
of these publications is exactly what the language suggests: the pri- 
\ ate opinion of the administrator. 

The distinction between regulations and interpretative bulletins 
in the administration of the Fair Labor Standards Act corresponds 
closely to the distinction, developed by legal w’riters, between legis¬ 
lative and interpretative regulations. Whereas according to this the¬ 
oretical distinction legislative regulations lay dow’n the law and have 
the force and effect of law, deriving from a specific delegation of 
power and supported by statutory sanctions, interpretative regula¬ 
tions only construe the statute and have no more the force and effect 
of law than the interpretation of a private individual. The latter add 
nothing to the law' as laid down by the statute; they merely guide 
svvbordinate administrative officers in the administration of the stat¬ 
ute and, furthermore, inform the public of the way in which the ad¬ 
ministrative agency plans to administer the act. While the legislative 
regulation, if 'mtra vires^ must be applied by the courts, the inter¬ 
pretative regulation, being “only an extrinsic aid in deciphering the 
meaning of an ambiguous statute,” may be refused judicial recog¬ 
nition. The theory, however, cannot overlook the fact that fre¬ 
quently interpretative regulations are given great weight by the 
courts. This fact is reconciled with the theory by the explanation 
that the interpretative regulations have such weight only if they 
construe the statute correctly and then it is actually the statute and 
not the regulation which the individual must obey. 
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It has been pointed our by tliose who adhere to this doctrine that 
on examination of administrative regulations it is frequently doubt¬ 
ful whether the administrative officer intended to issue a legislative 
or interpretative regulation, that the examination of the statutes does 
not always lead to unequivocal results, and that in theory and prac¬ 
tice the two classes of administrative regulations are frequently con¬ 
founded. These practical difficulties, however, seem to point to the 
main objection to which this doctrine exposes itself, namely, that the 
significance of the distinction between legislative and interpretative 
regulation does not lie in the one being legally binding and the other 
not, but is to be found in the degree of discretion allowed by the 
statute to the administrative officer, w hich discretion tends to be 
greater in the former than it is in the latter. 

The distinction between legislation and interpretation is, under tlie 
American fonii of government, a matter of degree. Under a consti¬ 
tutional system where the acts of the leq-islator must meet constitu- 
tional requirements and arc with respect to them subject to judicial 
review^ one cannot legislate w ithout interpreting the C^onstitution as 
construed by the courts. I'he considerations which guided Congress 
in formulating the Fair Labor Standards Act are a case in point. It 
is true that the discretion which the Constitution gives Congress 
w ith respect to ends, means, and procedure of legislation is so broad 
as to make the constitutional standards w ith w hich Congress as legis¬ 
lative body has to comply sometimes almost invisible. This is espe¬ 
cially so in fields where the pow er of Congress to legislate is gener¬ 
ally unquestioned. The traditional interpretation of the constitutional 
standards w^hich delimit and define here the legislative powers of 
Congress has become so ingrained into the public mind that the very 
existence of these standards is only noticed in case of conflicting 
interpretations. 

If Congress cannot legislate without interpreting the Constitution, 
an administrative officer cannot interpret an act of Congress w^ith- 
out legislating. The traditional theory of interpretation starts with 
the assumption that sometimes the legislator has been unwilling or 
unable to say clearly what he wanted to say, that, therefore, the 
statute has been made “ambiguous,” and that in a scientific proce¬ 
dure the correct, hidden “meaning” of the law can be detected. This 
scientific method of detection is called interpretation. This is, how- 
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ever, not the kind of interpretation courts and administrative agen¬ 
cies usuallv perform. Their interpretative function is not due to the 
ambiguity of the statute which is in need of clarification hut to the 
abstractness of the statute which, being applied to a concrete factual 
situation, is in need of being made concrete. I'here exists, in other 
words, a gap between the abstract rule of the statute and the facts to 
w hich the rule is to be applied. 

This gap judges and administrative officers arc supposed to fill by 
creating, wdthin the limits of the general, abstract rules of the stat¬ 
ute, concrete, individualized rules directly applicable to the facts. 
I'here is nothing ambiguous in Section 13 (a) (3) of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act exempting from the minimum W’agc and maximum 
hours provisions of the act “any employee employed as a seaman 
. . nor is there in the tenn “seaman” a hidden meaning which the 
professional skill of the lawyer is able to detect in about the same 
fashion in which the professional skill of the fisherman may detect 
the pearl hidden in the oyster. The meaning of the term “seaman” 
on the abstract and general level of the statutory enactment is per¬ 
fectly clear. I'.verybody know^s wffiat a seaman is, that is to say, what 
the general characteristics of the abstract type “seaman” are. Yet 
difficulties arise when w^e apply the abstract definition and the gen¬ 
eral characteristics to a concrete situation. Is the ship’s surgeon a sea¬ 
man? And what about the cook, the purser, and the engineer; the 
pilot, stevedore, and longshoreman? Do the crew’ of a Mississippi 
steamer or the skeleton crew of a ship in port come under the ex¬ 
emption? These are questions to be answered by interpretation, that 
is, by specific, individualized rules applicable directly to the concrete 
situation. 

It follows also from this example that interpretation cannot be a 
scientific procedure wdiich reaches wdth logical necessity the one 
correct solution. The term “seaman” with respect to the enumerated 
concrete situations is obviously not capable of one determination 
only, to the exclusion of all others. It can be determined in different 
ways which are all equally legitimate from the point of view of sci¬ 
ence and logic. Which w^ay one is to choose is then a matter of per¬ 
sonal preference, not of logical necessity. This personal preference 
of the interpreter will be determined by pragmatic considerations of 
the values at stake and the interests to be protected, that is, with re- 
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spcct to statutor) intcrprctarion, by the policies and purposes of the 
act to be interpreted. The interpreter of the statute, when he makes 
his choice among those different logical possibilities, is therefore in 
search not of the one scientifically correct answer but of the answer 
which is best adapted to the policies and purposes of the act. Which 
interpretation meets this test is again a matter not of mere logical 
subsumption but of value judgments based upon the evaluation of 
those purposes and policies and of their relation to the term to be 
interpreted. Within the limits of those purposes and policies, on the 
one hand, and the abstract, general meaning of the term to be inter¬ 
preted, on the other, the interpreter mav choose the interpretation 
which in his judgment is most appropriate. How broad his discre¬ 
tion is depends upon the definiteness with which the act states its 
purposes and policies, as w ell as upon the strictness with which the 
act circumscribes the general, abstract meaning of the term. 

What administrative agencies and courts do when they interpret a 
statutory provision such as Section 13 (a) (3) of the Fair Labor 
vStandards Act is, tlierefore, not in essence but only in the degree of 
discretion which the interpreting official may exercise, different from 
what Congress is doing Avhen it legislates under the Constitution, and 
from what the Supreme Court is doing when it interprets the Con¬ 
stitution. They all legislate by substituting specific, individualized 
rules for general and abstract rules® and by thus creating rules of law 
which would not exist had they not been created by them; they all 
interpret by remaining, while legislating, within the limits of ab- 
stract, general rules of law\ He w^ho interprets of necessity legislates, 
and he who legislates of necessity interprets. 

With respect to the function they perform as legislators and inter¬ 
preters, the only difference between the different rule-making bod¬ 
ies lies in the number of legislative choices which the rules to be 
interpreted allow them and, furthermore, in the degree of individu¬ 
alization and concreteness of the rules promulgated by them. At the 
top of the ladder, as far as broadness of discretion in rule-making and 
the abstractness and generality of the rules made arc concerned, we 
find the courts interpreting the Constitution. Their discretion is lim- 

® It should be noted that the terms “general,” “abstract,” “specific,” and “indi¬ 
vidualized” are of course relative. What is specific and individualized with re¬ 
spect to the general welfare clause of the Constitution may be abstract and general 
with respect to an administrative regulation. 
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itecl only by the logical limits of the constitutional concepts and the 
policies and purposes laid down therein. To the vastness of those 
logical Unfits and the vagueness of those policies and purposes cor¬ 
responds the almost limitless broadness of this discretion. Since it is 
constitutional legislation with which the courts are here concerned, 
that is, the formulation of fundamental standards with which all of¬ 
ficial acts must comply, these rules are highly abstract and general. 

The discretion of Congress, as a rule-making body, is only subject 
to the “great generalities” of the Constitution, as formulated by the 
courts. IJcnce, Congress is able to choose from among thousands of 
legislative means and ends, all equally legitimate under the logic, 
policies, and purposes of the constitutional principles, as formulated 
by the courts. Since it is the constitutional function of Congress to 
regulate the acts of groups of people rather than of individuals as 
such and to deal with typical situations rather than individual ones, 
its rules arc naturally on a high level of abstractness and generality, 
though being inferior in this respect to the rules of the Constitution. 

I'he discretion of the courts and administrative agencies, with re¬ 
spect to their rule-making functions under the laws of Congress, is 
limited not only by the logic, policies, and purposes of the Constitu¬ 
tion, as formulated by the courts, but also by the logic, policies, and 
purposes of the statutes. Judge and administrator will find their 
choice of legislative means and ends to a greater or lesser extent lim¬ 
ited by the statutory determination of those means and ends, and 
under extreme conditions their discretion may be narrowed down to 
a few akernatives or disappear comp\ete\y. The increase in the con¬ 
creteness and individualization of the rules on the statutory level, 
as over against the constitutional one, of necessity leads to a narrow¬ 
ing of the rule-making discretion on the next lower level, the level 
of administrative and judicial determination. This, the lowest level in 
the hierarchy of regulatory pow ers, is in direct contact wdth indi¬ 
viduals as such whose behavior the government wants to determine, 
and with individual facts w hich the stature w^ishes to regulate. The 
rules created on this level attain, therefore, the highest degree of 
individualization and partake least of the abstract and general quality 
of constitutional and statutory rules.^® 

i^The idea that the relation between administrative regulation and statute is 
in principle identical with the one between statute and Constitution has been well 
stated in Boske v. Comingore, 177 U.S. 459 (1899): “In determining whether the 



1) I L E. M M A S OV V O 1 . rr I c s 

These are, however, differences of degree, not of essence. The ad¬ 
ministrative officer or judge interpreting the term “seaman” within 
the meaning of the Fair Labor Standards Act performs exactly the 
same intellectual function as the member of Congress or the Su¬ 
preme Court judge who interprets the term “interstate commerce” 
within the meaning of the Constitution. Both interpret the higher 
rule in order to find the limits of their discretion and both legislate 
within the limits of this discretion. 

Since there is no functional distinction between legislation and in¬ 
terpretation, it is obvious that the distinction between legislative 
and interpretative regulations cannot be maintained on functional 
grounds. This is readily demonstrated by a comparison between 
several provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act. The administra¬ 
tive determination of the term “seaman” within the meaning of 
Section 13 (a) (3) of the act is, according to the theory we are here 
discussing, an interpretative regulation since the act docs not ex¬ 
pressly delegate to the administrator the power to mahe this deter¬ 
mination. On the other hand, Section 13 (a) (1) of the act provides 

regulations promulgated by him arc consistent with law, w e must apply the rule 
of decision which controls when an act of Congress is assailed as nor being with¬ 
in the powers conferred upon it by the Constitution; that is to say, a rcgulatic»a 
adopted under Section 161 of the Revised Statutes should not be disregarded or 
annulled unless, in the judgment of the court, it is plainly and palpably incon¬ 
sistent with law. Those who insist that such a regulation Ls invalid must make its 
invalidity so manifest that the court has no choice except to hold that the Secre¬ 
tary has exceeded his authority and employed means that are not at all appro[>ri- 
are to the end specified in the act of Congress” (at 470); accord l*acific States 
Box and Basket Co. v. White, 296 U,S. 176 (1935): “Every exertion of the pdice 
power, either by the legislature or by an adn\inistrative body, is an exercise of 
delegated ]X)wer. VV^here it is by a statute, the legislature has acted under power 
delegated to it through the Constitution. Where the regulation is by an order 
of an administrative body, that body acts under a delegation from the legislature. 
The question of law' may, of course, alw^ays be raised w'hether the legislature had 
pow'er to delegate the authority exercised.... But where the regulation is within 
the scope of authority legally delegated, the presumption of the existence of facts 
justifying its specific exercise attaches alike to statutes, to municipal ordinances, 
and to orders of administrative bodies” (at 185); State ex rel. Wis. Inspection 
Bureau v. Wbitniari, 196 Wis. 472, 220 N.W. 929 (1928). It should be emphasized 
that the statements in the text do not deny the importance of the disrincrion be¬ 
tween legislation and interpretation. What we oppose is only the tendency to 
erect those functions into conceptualist absolutes and to derive from them legal 
conclusions. I'hLs is the “jurispnidencc of conceptions” which belongs to another 
day. 
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iliAt the nhniniuni wage and nvaxiiuuin hours provisions “shall not 
apply with vespeet t<^ my cmpUivec eiuploycd in a bona fide execu¬ 
tive, administrative, professional, or local retailing capacity ... (as 
such terms are defined and delimited by regulations of the adminis¬ 
trator).” Such regulations would be legislatixc in nature since the 
act delegates the power to make tliem expressly to the administrator 
and threatens non-compliance with legal sanctions. Yet no effort is 
needed to show that the “legislative” function the administrator is 
authorized to perform in the latter case is identical with tlie “inter¬ 
pretative” one he performs in the former. The limitations to which 
his discretion is subject are in both cases the same and so are the 
functions through which his discretion asserts itself. 

If no functional difference corresponds to the distinction between 
legislative and interpretative regulations, how, then, is the distinction 
to be explained? Tlie answer w-ill be found in a political philosophy 
w hich attributes to the statutory enactments of the legislature a par- 
ficii'iar dignity not sViaieA Viy tVkV. Tivts wi my wtlxct Vwmclx of 
government. 

The doctrine of separation of powders, when in the seventeenth 
century it was cast in its modern mold, w^as at once confronted with 
a conflict between its political intention and a political fact. Its po¬ 
litical intention was to destroy the absolute powers of the prince by 
dissolving those powders into three separate compartments of gov¬ 
ernment, independent from each other and co-ordinated in complete 
equality. Had the doctrine of separation of powders stopped here, it 
would, as Hobbes^^ and Kant recognized dearly, of necessity have 
led to the dissolution of the state itself. For even under a system of 
separation of powders the sovereign pow cr, that is, the highest gov¬ 
ernmental power, must reside somewhere. Whenever the doctrine 
w^as faced wdth the test of political performance, it had to overcome 
this difficulty by destroying the mechanics of its system both from 
without and from w ithin. It did so by adding to the three separate 
powers a fourth, the sovereign power, and by elevating one of the 
three separate powers over the others and making it representative 
of the sovereign. In the monarchy this fourth power, giving unity to 
the separate powers and at the same time neutralizing them, is the 

De Give (Amsterdam, 1647), pp. xii, 5. 

Rechtslehre (Konigsberg: Bey Nicolovius, 1797), pp. 45, 48. 
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monarch; in the democracies, such as the France of 1789 and the 
United States, it is the people, speaking through the constitution. 
The branch which is thus elevated over the others is in the mon- 
archv, with the exception of England, the executive; in the democ¬ 
racies it is the legislature. 

The latter emphasis is most outspoken in rcx^ohitionary France, of 
which Duguit, the great critic of the constitutional doctrine of the 
French Revolution, has said: “Ils dcclarcnt Ics trois pouvoirs egaux 
ct independants et ils subordonment au pouvoir legislatif Texecutif 
et Ic judiciaire.”^^ Similarly in England, modified, however, by the 
constitutional functions of the Crown, “[the] statute is the highest 
constitutional formulation of law, the means by w hich the supreme 
legislature, after the fullest deliberation, expresses its flval will.’'^^ 
The same emphasis, even though mitigated by the institution of ju¬ 
dicial review and the presidential veto, dominates the American legal 
system. Three factors have contributed to giving Congress as the 
legislative body a predominant position among the other pow ers of 
government. 

Since the last decades of the sixteenth century it is the common 
possession of legal and political thought in the Western world that 
the statute {Gesetz, loi, ley)^ that is, the general and abstract rule of 
law^ addressed to the executive and judicial officers as such, is the 
successor of the lex regia of Roman, and of the lex Dei of canon law\ 
Since the last centuries of the Roman Empire lex w'as understood as 
the authoritative expression of the wdll of the supreme power, either 
in the universe or in the state.^-’'* The general and abstract rule of law, 
wliich we call statute, even though not deriving directly from the 
sovereign pow'cr, is supposed to share in the dignity and the unique 
qualities which tradition attributes to the lex of Roman and canon 
law.^® 

Even though not a sovereign power itself, Congress, nevertheless, 
cannot fail to occupy in tw^o respects a position markedly superior 

Leon Duguit, La separation des pouvoirs et VAssemblcc nationale dc 11S9 
(1893), p. 116. 

A. C. Allen, Law in the Making (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1951), p. 489. 

i''* See Ulpian, Inst, 12, § 6, pr. D. de const, princ. 1, 4. 

Sec Max Radin, “A Short Way with Statures,” Harvard Law Review, LVI 
(1942), 388, 391. 
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to the other branches of government. Congress is tlie only agency of 
the government through which the sovereign will of the people ac¬ 
tually and directly expresses itself. In the Constitution and the insti¬ 
tutions established directly under it, popular sovereignty manifests 
itself in a remote and frequently legalistic and theoretical rather than 
actual fashion. The popularly elected chief executive stands in a per¬ 
sonally exalted but, w ith regard to concrete political action, vague 
and general relation to the sovereignty of the people. Only the 
members of Congress are the “representatives of the people,” its 
agents sent by it to Washington in partial exercise of its sovereign 
powers. No branch of the go\ernment is physically closer to the 
scat of sovereignty. 

I’he reputed superioritv of the statutes is, however, most firmly 
grounded in the system of separation of powers as it functions under 
the constitutional form of government. Under this form the sover¬ 
eign power of the people is supposed to have created the Constitu¬ 
tion which guarantees that the co-ordinated executive, legislative, 
and judicial pow ers act only within the limits of the rule of law.^"^ 
For the legislative Ijranch and the judiciary, in so far as it interprets 
the Constitution, the rule of law is the Constitution itself; the same is 
true only within very narrow limits for the administrative and ex¬ 
ecutive officers.^” The great bulk of administrative, executive, and 
judicial acts, however, is subject to the rule of law as formulated in 
the statutes of Congress. In this view, it is the constitutional function 
of Congress and of Congress alone to make the rule of law; of the 
courts and of the courts alone to interpret it; of the executive and 
administrative branches and of them alone to apply it. Congress, by 
having, in seeming compliance with the doctrine of separation of 
powers, the monopoly of making general and abstract rules of law 
applicable to the great mass of public officials, appears in the eyes of 
the people as the lawmaker par excellence. 

It is for this reason, and not only because of their closeness to the 
seat of the sovereign powxr, that the acts of Congress are considered 
superior to the acts of the other branches of the government. 
Above them there is only the Constitution, whereas theoretically be¬ 
side them but actually beneath them are the judicial, executive, and 

See Mass. Const., Art. XXX (1780). 

18 See U.S. Const., Art. II. 
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adniinistriitive acts. The “will of Congress’’ as expressed in the stat¬ 
ute is not, to he exact, the will of the sovereign, the people; yet it 
conies closer t(^ it than the expression of any other of the constituted 
powers. Hence, the other branches of the government owe Congress 
obedience. The judges may disregard executive or administrative 
acts w ithout much legalistic ado by declaring them “unrcasonat»le,” 
“clearly erroneous,” or simply “not binding upon the courts.” They 
may disregard their own decisions by simply stating that the former 
decision w as w rong. Within the wdde logical limits of the “great 
generalities” of the Constitution they may move at will. Yet they 
w ould nor dare to disregard a statute because they thinlv it is w rong, 
that is, because thev disagree w iih its purpose and policies; at least 
they would not dare to sav so. I'hey w ill be most anxious to avoid 
the impression that they would dare to infringe upon the legislative 
monopoly of Congress and will invoke the voice of the sovereign 
powTr itself, that is, the Constitution, in order to justify disregard 
for a law of Congress. 

Similarly an administrative officer may not be overanxious to pre¬ 
vent his acts from overlapping w ith the functions of other executive 
or administrative officers. Yet he will be careful to show due respect 
for the legal rules by which Congress and the courts hat e circum¬ 
scribed the limits of his discretion. “Bureaucratic” rule-making seems 
to be the farthest removed from the seat of sovereignty, that is, the 
wall of the people. It operates on the low est level of abstractness and 
generality and, therefore, seems to be the outgrow th of a govern¬ 
ment of men rather than of law^s. And, linally and above all, it is a 
novel and alien element within a s)\stem of separation of powers, 
which know\s only three branches of government, each of them per¬ 
forming an exclusive governmental function. Faithful to the doc¬ 
trine that the rules of law' emanating from Congress possess a pecul¬ 
iar dignity all their ow n and that Congress has the constitutional 
monopoly to legislate, of which only Congress can deprive itself 
through express delegation, the administrative officer wall not dare 
to “legislate” unless Congress has expressly told him to do so. It has 
been said that ‘There is nothing sacred in ITcasury regulations or 
other rules,” but there is something very sacred about an act of 
Congress. 

It is in this constitutional philosophy that w^e must see the real 
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roots of the distinction V)mvecn legislative and interpretative regula¬ 
tions and the basis of the conception that only the former can have 
binding legal effect. In its essence this doctrine is, as it were, the 
homage which the vice of administrative rule-making pays to the 
virtue of Congress’ legislative exclusiveness. It derives from, and 
\\ orks w ith, abstract legalistic concepts w hich, developed three hun¬ 
dred years ago and now^ petrified into conceptual absolutes, are ap¬ 
plied to problems of government enrirclv different from those which 
the sevcntcenth-centurv writers comprehended in those concepts. 
Its result is n()t sound legal theory but constitutional philosophy 
falsely applied, to wit: conceptualist superstition. 

'rhis doctrine has a basis neither in the actual administrative func¬ 
tions performed nor in sound legal theory; nor does it find support 
in the practice of administrative agencies and courts. Administrative 
agencies and courts pa\^ their respects to the doctrine in w ords but 
do not respect it in deed. An examination of the practice of admin¬ 
istrative agencies and courts in this respect will show that w hat those 
agencies say they do is not exactly w hat they actually do. 

That the denial of binding legal effect, w hich is stereotyped in the 
interpretative bulletins of the administrator under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act, is of a mere verbal character becomes obvious from 
a close examination of the exact legal significance of the formula 
used by the administrator. The administrator in this formula makes 
three statements: first, that he will be guided by the interpretation 
in the performance of his administrative duties; second, that the in¬ 
terpretation is subject to judicial review^; third, that the interpreta¬ 
tion is subject to revision by the administrator himself. 

The legal significance of the first statement can only be that the 
administrator, as far as he is concerned, will apply the statutory 
rules as interpreted by him, that is, that he w ill consider them as le¬ 
gally binding. He w ill apply them w^henever his administrative du¬ 
ties obligate him to do so either within the Wage and Hour Division 
or with regard to employers and employees affected by the provisions 
of the act. This is exactly what any executive or administrative offi¬ 
cer does who interprets an act of Congress with legally binding ef¬ 
fect. The second statement likewise refers to the obvious; being 
subject to judicial review is not a distinctive quality of interpretative 
regulations devoid of binding legal effect but is, as a matter of prin- 
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ciplc, common to all acts of government as far as questions of law 
are concerned. The quaVity referred to in the third statement inter¬ 
pretative regulations likew ise share with all governmental acts, wdth 
the exception of certain classes of judicial decisions. Hence, the anal¬ 
ysis of the formula pretending to demonstrate the absence of legally 
binding force in interpretative regulations turns out to demonstrate 
the exact opposite, that is, the absence of a fundamental difference 
between interpretative regulations and other rules of law. 

The artificial character of the distinction between legislative and 
interpretative regulations of which only the former would have le¬ 
gally binding effect becomes entirely obvious from an examination 
of judicial decisions. The courts, fearful of the extension of admin¬ 
istrative pow er and preoccupied w ith the constitutional aspects of 
the matter, have concentrated their attack upon the constitutionality 
of the statutes and of the administrative procedure rather than upon 
the legality of the administrative regulation. Once the constitution¬ 
ality of the statutory delegation of power and of the procedural 
safeguards with respect to the due process rccjuircinents was estab¬ 
lished, the courts have viewed with rather liberal eyes the actual 
extent of the delegated discretion and the actual use the administra¬ 
tive agencies make of their discretion in promulgating substantive 
rules and regulations. 

The courts generally make no distinction betw een legislatix e and 
interpretative regulations, and in the few cases wdtcrc a distinction is 
made, it has no practical importance; that is, the same rules apply 
regardless of the category" to w hich the regulations are supposed to 
belong. In other words, for the question whether or not an adminis¬ 
trative regulation is legally binding the distinction is irrelevant. 

The courts start with the assumption that administrative regula¬ 
tions are not necessarily binding. J'hey do not always state this as¬ 
sumption explicitly but often lay dow^n the conditions under which 
administrative regulations are held binding, whereupon it follow's by 
implication that in the absence of those conditions the regulations 
lack binding effect. 

What, then, are the conditions, the professed and the actual ones, 
under which the courts hold administrative regulations legally bind¬ 
ing? Logically, the first condition upon which the binding effect of 
an administrative regulation of necessity depends is the authority of 
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the administrative agency to issue regulations at all. In other words 
tlie regulation must not be uitra vires. There must also be an objec¬ 
tive possibility for administrative regulation which is not the case 
\\ here the language of the statute does not lend itself to being made 
more concrete by such regulation since the statutory language is 
clear and not ambiguous. Once the regulatory power is established the 
use of the administrative discretion must meet the test of reasonable¬ 
ness and fairness from the point of view of the purposes and policies 
of the statute; in other words, there must not be an abuse of discre¬ 
tion. The regulation must, furthermore, satisfy mechanical standards 
with regard to the time of promulgation and the length of time it 
has been followed by the administrative agency: it must be contem¬ 
poraneous with the statute from which its authority derives and rep¬ 
resent unifomi administrative practice over a long period of time. 
Finally, when during the existence of such administrative practice 
the authorizing statute is re-enacted without modification of the ad¬ 
ministrative practice, the regulation from which the latter derives is 
considered to have become part of the statute itself. 

On the face of it, it appears as if the courts require administrative 
regulations to comply with a number of technical rules of an excep¬ 
tional character before they recognize their legally binding effect. 
It can, however, be shown that these apparently special rules, with 
the exception of the last mentioned, are identical with the general 
requirements upon the fulfilment of which the judicial recognition 
of the binding effect of all legal rules, especially statutes, depends. 
The apparent difference between them is one of emphasis and for¬ 
mulation rather than of substance. While administrative regulations 
are declared to be binding only when they comply with certain con¬ 
ditions so that there is an implied presumption that normally they 
are not binding,^*’ the presumption with regard to statutes is exactly 
converse.-® Both statements, however, say in substance exactly the 

^*^l'hcrc is, however, a growing tendency to assimilate administrative regula¬ 
tions to statutes and to hold the foniier valid without any special qualification, 
the requirement of contemporaneous and long-continued construction either be¬ 
ing entirely omitted or applied only in additional support of the already estab¬ 
lished validity of the regulation. 

20 United Stales v. Carotene Products Co., 304 U.S. 144 (1938): “We proceed 
iijKm the rule often expressed in this court that an act of Congress is to be ac¬ 
cepted as constitutional unless on examination it clearly appears to be in conflict 
with provisions of the Federal Constitution.” 
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same, namely, that the validity of administrative regulations and 
statutes alike is subject to judicial review. 

Under a system of judicial review of questions of law, all rules of 
law, regardless of rhe source from which they emanate (with the 
exception, of course, of the Constitution), are subject, under certain 
conditions, to approval bv the courts. Since the courts have the last 
v\'ord in interpretation, nobody else’s interpretation can be abso¬ 
lutely binding upon them. I'his holds true for statutes as well as ex¬ 
ecutive orders and administrative regulations. Yet while the courts 
with reference to administrative regulations emphasize the condi¬ 
tions for their binding effect, w ith regard to statutes they stress the 
conditions under which binding effect is to be denied, riiis differ¬ 
ence in emphasis stems from tw o considerations: first, the metaphys¬ 
ical deference for rules of law" emanating from Congress and, second, 
the different degrees of discretion under w’hich Congress and admin¬ 
istrative agencies operate. 

Administrative regulations, to be respected by the courts, must 
comply A\'ith certain specific conditions. Statutes, to be respected, 
need not satisfy any specific conditions; their descent from Congress 
is under normal conditions sufficient legitimation. For administrative 
regulations to be disregarded the negative proof that certain condi¬ 
tions are not present is sufficient; for statutes to be disregarded posi¬ 
tive proof that certain conditions arc present is necessary. In other 
words, when courts declare an administrative regulation valid, they 
pay first their respects to Congress and then qualified respects to the 
administrative agency. When they declare a statute valid, they pay 
their respects first to Congress and then to the Constitution. When, 
on the other hand, courts declare a statute unconstitutional, they 
offer their apologies to Congress, deploring their “painful duty”-^ 
and “irksome”^’- task, and bow before the Ckmstitution. When courts 
find an administrative regulation devoid of binding effect, they offer 
apologies to nobody and bow before Congress. 

The difference in emphasis is, further, due to the very wide de¬ 
gree of discretion Congress enjoys in its lawmaking activities as 
compared to the limitations which statutes usually impose upon sim- 

21 McCulloch w Maryland,^ Wheat. (U.S.) 316,423 (1819). 

-^Trustees of Dartmouth College v. Woodward, 4 Wheat. (U.S.) 518, 625 
(1819). 
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ilar activities of administrative bodies. Where the discretion is ex¬ 
tremely wide the lawmaking body can in the usual course of events 
be presumed to remain within the limits of the discretion; the valid¬ 
ity of the rule may normally be presumed and its lack of binding 
force considered the exception. Where the discretion is usually 
strictly confined within more or less narrow limits, transgression of 
these limitations is more likely, and validity will not be presumed 
but must be proved. 

That the rules regarding ultima vires and abuse of discretion are 
identically applied to both statutes and administrative regulations is 
obvious.-'* The same is true with respect to the requirements of con¬ 
temporaneous construction and long-continued uniform practice. 
The rule that a clear and unambiguous term cannot be subject to 
construction is a general principle of interpretation which is rarely 
applied to the construction of the Constitution by statute since most 
constitutional terms do not meet the requirements of the rule. It is, 
however, frequently used to limit the regulatory power of adminis¬ 
trative agencies; for the statutes, being as a matter of principle more 
concrete and individualized than the Constitution, will often use 
concepts which arc self-executing and not capable of further indi¬ 
vidualization or concreteness. 

The only rule which the courts apply exclusively to administra¬ 
tive regulations is the so-called re-enactment rulc.-^ It is indeed a 
deviation from the unifonnity with wdiicli the courts otherwise ap¬ 
proach statutes and regulations alike. The re-enactment rule ow es its 
existence to two facuns. On the one hand, there is the age-edd de¬ 
sire of the courts to rationalize their rule-making activity by me¬ 
chanical canons of interpretation w hich makes the judicial decision 
appear to be the result of an automatic device insuring objectivity 
and negating the possibility of judicial lawmiaking. On the other 
hand, the re-enactment rule is another ofTcring upon the altar of 
congressional supremacy and law-making exclusiveness. Contempo- 

-3 Both standards will generally merge into the test of the constitutionality of 
the statute. 

24 It should, however, be noted that the re-cnacinicnt rule in England, where 
it originated, is a rule of statutory interpretation, to the effect that once the 
courts have given a statutory term or phrase a certain meaning, all subsequent 
statutes are supposed to use the term or phrase with this meaning. 
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raneous and long-continued administrative practice entitles the ad¬ 
ministrative regulation to great, yet not absolute, respect; the dignity 
of a binding rule of law can only come from Congress itself. Hence 
re-enactment, without change, of a statute cr)nstrued by an admin¬ 
istrative agency, or silent acquiescence by Congress in the adminis¬ 
trative construction will give a contemporaneous and long-contin- 
\ied administrative regulation whatever it may still lack in legislative 
respectability. 

The theoretical unsoundness of the re-enactment rule is commen¬ 
surate with the confusion to w hich it has led in practical application. 
Dean Griswold has correctly pointed to the verbal character of the 
rule w hich is used by the courts to justify a result arrived at inde¬ 
pendently from the rule and wdiich is not used at all wdien the courts 
disapprove of the result. In so far, the rule partakes of the general 
criticism which has been leveled against the fictitious character of 
the canons of interpretation. 

More specifically, the rule overshoots the mark in a double sense 
wdien it endeavors not only to derive the binding force of adminis¬ 
trative regulations from statutory re-enactment but also through this 
instrumentality to elevate administrative regulations to the level of 
the statute itself. By doing so, it gives, on the one hand, the admin¬ 
istrative regulation more than it deserves and, on the other, it gives 
it less. Whatever binding force the administrative regulation pos¬ 
sesses it receives from the statutory delegation, and it can have no 
binding force outside of it. Re-enactment cannot add to, nor can its 
absence detract from, this binding effect. If it exists it does so re¬ 
gardless of re-enactment; if it docs not exist re-enactment cannot 
create it. There is only one w^ay in which congressional re-enact¬ 
ment can convey to an administrative regulation the legal quality of 
the statute, that is, by incorporating the administrative rule into the 
statute and thus revoking implicitly the delegation and destroying 
the binding force of the administrative regulation qua administrative 
regulation altogether. To refer to an administrative regulation as 
possessing the legal quality of the statute is a contradiction in terms. 
An administrative regulation that obtains this quality, by this very 
fact, loses its character as administrative regulation. It is then no 
longer from administrative discretion created by statutory delegation 
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but from congressional discretion created by constitutional delega¬ 
tion that it receives its binding force-^*"^ 

Since no distinction as to binding effect can be drawn between 
legislative and interpretative regulations, and since, furthermore, 
legislative regulations originate in express delegation while interpre¬ 
tative regulations do not, the question arises whence the latter derive 
their legally binding force. In the case of the administrator under 
the Fair Labor Standards Act the problem is aggravated by the fact 
that it was the indubitable intent of Congress, expressed in legislative 
action before and after the passage of the act, to limit the rule- 
making powers of the administrator strictly to those matters ex¬ 
pressly delegated to him for this purpose. 

As Congress can only exercise those powers delegated by the Con¬ 
stitution, so an administrative officer can only exercise the powers 
delegated to him by statute. Yet as Congress holds delegated powers 
not expressly enumerated in the Constitution, so an administrative 
officer may have the authority to exercise delegated powers not ex¬ 
pressly pointed out in the statute. In other words, the doctrine of 
implied powers, as developed in AlcCuUoch v. Maryland^^^ for Con¬ 
gress and the Constitution, applies a general principle applicable 
whenever general powers are delegated. Hence, there are implied 
powers vested in administrative agencies as there are implied powers 
vested in Congress, the extent of those powers generally being pro¬ 
portionate to the extent of expressly delegated powers and therefore 
usually larger in Congress than in the administrative agencies. 

It should be noted from the outset that the doctrine of McCulloch 
V. Marylafid does not take its point of departure from Article I, sec¬ 
tion 8 of the Constitution^^ but from “general reasoning.” Since the 
Fair Labor Standards Act, in contrast to most acts conveying ad¬ 
ministrative powers, does not contain a clause analogous to this pro¬ 
vision of the Constitution—here again note should be taken of the 

25 Otherwise there would be true delegation of delegated power and a viola¬ 
tion of the basic constitutional principle that only Congress can exercise legisla¬ 
tive functions directly under the Constitution. 

20 4 Wheat. (U.S.) 316 (1819). 

27 “The Congress shall have power ... to make all laws which shall be neces¬ 
sary and proper for carrying into execution the foregoing powers, and all other 
powers vested by this Constitution in the government of the United States, or in 
any department or officer thereof.” 
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Structural similaritv’ between constitutional and statutory delegation 
—we arc here only concerned with the propositions of this ^‘general 
reasoning,” the general principle contained therein, and its applica- 
tif)n to administrative law. 

Chief Justice Marshairs argument sets forth the general proposi¬ 
tion that the government of the United States is a government of 
enumerated powers and, hence, can exercise only the powers granted 
to it, and that w ith respect to the extent of these powers, the Con¬ 
stitution of the United States does not limit the powers of the fed¬ 
eral government to those expressly granted; in other words, it does 
not rec]uire "‘that eveiything granted shall be expressly and minutely 
described;”-'^ ir does not exclude incidental or implied powders. In¬ 
deed, it cannot exclude them since, as a Constitution, it cannot “con¬ 
tain an accurate detail of all subdivisions of which its great powers 
will admit, and of all the means bv which they may be carried into 
execution. ... Its nature, therefore, requires that only its great out¬ 
lines should be marked, its impomnr objects designated, and the 
minor ingredients which compose those objects be deduced from 
the nature of the objects themselves. ... In considering this ques¬ 
tion, then, we must never forget, that it is a constitution w^e arc 
expounding.”-*' 

The general reasoning which led Chief justice Marshall to these 
propositions grows out of the natural and necessary relationship bc- 
tw'ccn delegating and delegated authority wlaich exists wherever 
powers are delegated within the framework of a system of legal 
rules. As far as the end of rule-making is concerned, the holder of 
delegated powers can have only the powers expressly delegated to 
him. With regard to the means appropriate to the end, he must have 
the power to put into effect the measures necessary for achieving the 
end, regardless of whether or not the delegating rule expressly in¬ 
trusts him with such power; in so far, he has implied powers. Among 
the means at his disposal he may choose the one he deems most ap¬ 
propriate to achieving the end; in so far he has discretion. His im- 

McCulloch V. Minryland, 4 Wheat. (U.S.) 316, 406 (1819). 

I hid., at 407. Chief Justice Marshall continued by saying that a govennnent 
v\ hich has the right to act “must according to the dictates of reason be allowed to 
select the means” and that a construction which would impede the exercise of 
expressly delegated powers by withholding a choice of means may only be 
adopted when “the words imperiously require it” (ibid., at 408-9). 
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plied powers are delegated powers; for they are only an incident of 
the expressly enumerated powers which they serve as means to an 
end. Since the delegating authority must have intended the recipient 
of the delegation to perform the delegated functions effectively, it 
must have given him the means through which alone those functions 
can thus be discharged. The delegating authority, then, says in sub¬ 
stance this; ‘‘1 want you to achieve these ends (enumerated powers); 
you may do all that is necessary^ to achieve these ends (implied 
powers); among the means thus put at your disposal you may 
choose the one you deem most appropriate to the end (discretion).” 

The implied powers being an incident of the enumerated ones and 
subordinated to them as means to an end, the extent of the fomier is 
to a high degree concomitant with the latter. The larger the powers 
conferred with regard to the ends, the larger the powers regularly 
to be implied as to means.**^ lliis correlation will be lessened or be 
entirely absent when the delegating rule, while conferring large enu¬ 
merated powers, determines not only the end to be pursued but also 
the means to be employed and thus leaves little to implication. The 
same will be true when the nature of the end, though far-reaching, 
is such as to lend itself to easy realization, so that the power to be 
employed to this end need not be great.®^ 

It was Chief Justice Marshall himself who in Osborn v. The Bank 
of the United States^- recognized the general importance, beyond 
the relationship between Constitution and Congress, of the general 
reasoning of McCulloch v. Marylatid, Whereas in the latter decision 
the Court discovered implied powers bestowed by the Constitution 
upon Congress, in Osborn v. The Bank of the United States the 
Court went one step further. Here the question arose whether a 
bank created by Congress, which performs some public functions as 
an agency of the federal government, w^hose principal business is, 
however, of a private nature, consisting of the usual banking opera¬ 
tions, can be taxed by a state. The Court answered in the negative 

“It has been found, indeed, in the practical administration of the govern¬ 
ment, that a very large part, if not the largest part, of its functions have been 
perfoniied in the exercise of powers thus implied.” Hepburn v. Griswold, 8 
Wall. (U.S.) 603,613 (1869). 

The same distinction which is made in the text with regard to power applies 
to discretion. 

32 9 Wheat. (U.S.) 738 (1824). 
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since the ordinal \ banking operations are a necessary means for the 
performance of the public function. The Court docs here no longer 
deal directly with the relationship between the constitutionally de¬ 
termined ends and the means for achieving those ends, as left by 
constitutional implication to the detennination of Congress (pri¬ 
mary means). The performance of normal banking operations docs 
not serve directly tbc constitutional end, but only indirectly by en¬ 
abling the bank, the priniarv' means, to function properly. In other 
words, tlic performance of normal lianking operations is a means 
(secondary means) for a statutory end which, in turn, serves as a 
means (primary means) for the constirutional end. It is to the power 
of Congress to legislate w ith regard to these secondary means, sub¬ 
ordinate to staturorv' ends, that tbc Supreme Court in the Osborn 
case and in the cases follow ing it applies the doctrine of implied 
powers. 

It is true that in these cases the powers with respect to secondary 
means were expressly conferred on the banking agencies by the 
stature. 'I'hc question then arises whether those agencies would pos¬ 
sess the same powers in the absence of express congressional delega¬ 
tion. Since w ithout those powxrs the agencies w ere unable to per¬ 
form the functions for which they were created by Congress, it 
seems to follow from the general premises of the doctrine of implied 
pow'crs that they would enjoy those powxrs even in the absence of 
express congressional delegation. 

It is in this sense that the Supreme Court answered the question 
in EdumrcTs Lessee v. Darby,^'^ Here the question arose whether 
commissioners under a North Carolina statute had the authority to 
have surveys made of certain reservations, located around salt licks 
and springs and not subject to the provisions of the act establishing 
land grants for soldiers. The statute authorized the commissioners to 
appoint surveyors for the more speedy and effective laying-off and 
surveying of the lands subject to such grants. With respect to the 
powder of the commissioners to cause surveys of the reservations, the 
Court said: 

We admit the statute docs not give the authority to survey the reserva¬ 
tions, in express terms, but do not admit that the authority may not, and 
does not, result by necessary implication from the duties they were ex- 

12 Wheat. (U.S.) 206 (1827). 
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pressly required to perform, and from the general provisions of the statute. 
They were not expressly required by the statute to deten^ine what licks 
and springs were proper objects for reservation, and came within the pro¬ 
visions of the stature; but they were required to lay off and cause to be 
surveyed the lands granted to the officers and soldiers, subject to and so as 
not to interfere with these reservations. ... It seems to result necessarily 
from these provisions, that the commissioners must first determine what 
were the proper subjects of reservation, and having determined that a 
given salt lick or spring came within the provisions of the law, the power 
and duty of laying off by survey the 640 acres reserved, and to be avoided, 
around the lick, seems necessarily and irresistibly to result to the commis¬ 
sioners, in all cases where they might deem it necessary to do so, in order 
to enable them to lay off the lands for the officers and soldiers, so as to 
avoid these reservations. . . . But more especially it was indispensable 
wherever the commissioners were about to lay off lands for the officers and 
soldiers, adjacent to a salt lick or spring, to have a survey made of the 
reservation, to give it figure and fixed locality; otherwise, the reservation 
being of quantity' only, without boundary, one of tw o consequences must 
have resulted, namely, that it might lawfully be encroached upon on one 
side, and if on one, on any other side; or that, practically its uncertainty 
must have excluded a much larger quantity than was intended by law to be 
be reserved from the satisfaction of the claims of the officers and soldiers.'^'* 

The doctrine of implied powers with regard to executive depart¬ 
ments was recognized by the Supreme Court in most sweeping terms 
in United Stales v. MacdanieL Here the pow'er of the Secretary of 
the Navy to pay a clerk of the department for services not author¬ 
ized by law was in controversy. The Court said: 

A practical knowledge of the action of any one of the great departments 
of the government, must convince every person that the head of a depart¬ 
ment, in the distribution of its duties and responsibilities, is often com¬ 
pelled to exercise his discretion. He is limited in the exercise of his powers 
by the law; but it does not follow that he must .show a statutory provision 
for every thing he does. No government could be administered on such 
principles. To attempt to regulate by law the minute movements of every 
part of the complicated machinery of government, would evince a most 
unpardonable ignorance of the subject. Whilst the great outlines of its 
movements may be marked out, and limitations imposed on the exercise of 
its powers, there are numberless things which must be done, that can 
neither be anticipated nor defined, and which are essential to the proper 
action of the government. Hence, of necessity, usages have been established 
in every department of the government, which have become a kind of 

Ibid., 2X109. 
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common law, and regulate the rights and duties of those who act within 
their respective limits.-**''* 

The Supreme Court has thus far decided only a few cases in 
which the question as to the applicability of the doctrine of implied 
powers to administrative agencies was clearly put. In Mr. Justice 
Stone’s dissenting opinion in Arronjc-Hart & Hegeman Electric Co, 
V. Federal Trade Co7tm/issio72, the doctrine of implied powers is un¬ 
mistakably applied to administrative agencies: 

No more here, than there, should it be said that the purpose of the statute 
must be defeated because the law-makers did not attempt to provide with 
a meticulous precision how the Commission should proceed in ever}^ con¬ 
tingency that might arise. The dominating purpose of the statute is to re¬ 
store to its original state the competition suppressed by the acquisition of 
the stock, and, just as we rejected a rigid literalism there in order to effect 
that purpose, and upheld an order which was but incidental, though neces¬ 
sary, to the effective exercise of the pt)wcr specifically granted, so we 
should reject it now. ... In this, as in most schemes for regulation by ad¬ 
ministrative bodies, there must be a balance between the general and the 
particular. When the courts are faced with interpretation of the particular, 
administration breaks down and the manifest purpose of the legislature is 
defeated unless it is recognized that, surrounding granted powers, there 
must be a penumbra which will give scope for practical operation. In carry¬ 
ing such schemes into operation the function of courts is constnictive, not 
destructive, to make them, wherever reasonably possible, effective agencies 
for law enforcement and not to destroy them.'*** 

The Supreme Court has come closest to applying the doctrine of 
McCulloch V. Maryland to administrative rule-making in Phelps 
Dodge Corp, v. Natio7ial Labor Relations Board Section 10 (c) 
of the Nation Labor Relations Act authorizes the National Labor 
Relations Board “to take such affirmative action as will effectuate 
the policies of this Act.” The Court proposes through Air. Justice 
Frankfurter to pursue “the central clue to the Board’s powers—effec¬ 
tuation of the policies of the act. . . .” By doing so the Court sets 
forth certain general standards by which the powers of administra¬ 
tive agencies are to be determined. 

A statute expressive of such large public policy as that on which the Na¬ 
tional Labor Relations Board is based must be broadly phrased and nec¬ 
essarily carries with it the task of administrative application. There is an 

32 United States v. Macdaniel, 1 Pet. (U.S.) 1, 14 (1833). 

-**0 291 U.S.484,606 (1934). 37 313 U.S. 177, 191 (1941). 
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area plainly covered by the language of the Act and an area no less plainly 
without it. But in the nature of things Congress could nor catalogue all the 
devices and stratagems for circumventing the policies of the Act. Nor 
could it define the whole gamut of remedies to effectuate these policies in 
an infinite variety of specific situations. Congress met these difficulties by 
leaving the adaptations of means to end to the empiric process of adminis¬ 
tration. The exercise of the process was committed to the Board, subject 
to limited judicial review. Because the relation of remedy to policy is pe¬ 
culiarly a matter for administrative competence, courts must not enter the 
allowable area of the Board’s discretion and must guard against the danger 
of sliding unconsciously from the narrow confines of law into the more 
spacious domain of policy. On the other hand, the power with which Con¬ 
gress invested the Board implies responsibility—the responsibility of exer¬ 
cising its judgment in employing the statutory powers. . . . All we arc en¬ 
titled to ask is that the statute spevtk through the Ihvard where the statute 
dt)es not speak for itself.'**^ 

Even though this reasoning proceeds technically in interpretation 
of Section 10 (c) of the National Labor Relations Act, its substance 
is of a general nature and capable of general application independ¬ 
ently from the statutory’^ provision \\ hich it purports to interpret. 
The standards by which the pow ers of the National Labor Relations 
Board under Section 10 (c) arc to be defined, arc the standards bv 
which the pow ers of any administrative agency under any congres¬ 
sional enactment must be defined. 

'I'he issue came clearly into the open in Cudahy Fachiiig Co. v. 
Holland. Here the administrator under the Fair Laboi’ Standards Act 
claimed the authority to delegate his subpoena power to regional 
directors. This claim w as founded upon express provisions of the act 
as well as upon the argument that the said authority' w'as to be im¬ 
plied from the structure of the act and the nature of the duties im¬ 
posed by'^ the act upon the administrator. The Supreme Court, 
through Chief Justice Stone, refused to follow' this argument for 
three reasons: first, the authority thus claimed w'ould be without 
limitation with regard both to the addressees and the subject matter 
of the delegation; in other w^ords, the administrator could delegate 
the subpoena power to any subordinate, and he could do so with 
regard to any other powxr he possesses; second, “unlimited author¬ 
ity of an administrative officer to delegate the exercise of the sub¬ 
poena power is not lightly to be inferred. It is a power capable of 

^^Ibid., at 194. 
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oppressive use, especially when it may be indiscriminately delegated 
and the subpoena is not returnable before a judicial officer;”^*^ and 
third, the intent of Congress as revealed by the express grant of au¬ 
thority to delegate the subpoena power in other acts, and by the 
legislative history of the Fair Labor Standards Act itself, supports 
the view of the majority. 

Nor can we assume, as the Government argues, that Congress is wholly 
without design in withholding the powder in this case and granting it in 
others, or even if it had been that it is any part of the judicial function to 
restore to the Act what Congress has taken out of it. Even though Congress 
has under-estimated the burden which it has placed upon the Administra¬ 
tor, which is by no means clear, we think that the legislative record estab¬ 
lishes that Congress has withheld from him authority to delegate the exer¬ 
cise of the subpoena power, and that this precludes our restoring it by 
construction.^^^ 

In a dissenting opinion, four justices, through Mr. Justice Doug¬ 
las, pushed the doctrine of implied p)wcrs beyond the limits within 
which it had been recognized by McCulloch v. Maryland, Osborn 
V. The Bank of the United States, Edv:ard\' Lessee v. Darby, and 
United States v. MacdanieL McCulloch v. Maryland recognized the 
authority of the Constitution to delegate by implication to Congress 
powders incidental to those expressly delegated. Osborn v. The Bank 
of the Ufiited States, Ed'ivarcTs Lessee v. Darby, and United States 
V. Macdatiiel recognized the authority of Congress to delegate by 
implication to an administrative agency powers incidental to those 
expressly delegated. The dissenting opinion in Cudahy Tacking Co. 
V. Holland recognizes the authority of Congress to delegate by im¬ 
plication to an administrative officer the power to subdclegate pow¬ 
ers expressly delegated to him. The dissent establishes between the 
administrator and Congress a relation similar to the one which Chief 
Justice Marshall’s opinions created between Congress and the Con¬ 
stitution; that is to say, the dissent accepts fully the doctrine of im¬ 
plied powers for administrative law. The parallelism between both 
opinions is not limited to the results; it reveals itself in the very line 
of reasoning by which Chief Justice Marshall’s and Mr. Justice Doug- 

39 Cudahy Tacking Co. v. Holland, 315 U.S. 357, 363 (1942). 

49 Ibid., at 367. 
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las* opinions arrive at their conclusions.'*^ Here and there, the impor¬ 
tance of the functions expressly delegated is the basis of the argu¬ 
ment. Next comes the assertion that without the implied powers 
claimed those functions cannot be effectively exercised. Finally, the 
argument derived from legislative practice and history is disposed 

of.^2 

The attempt to define the administrator’s regulatory powers with 
regard to the coverage of the Fair Labor Standards Act by the doc¬ 
trine of implied powers is marked by two problems peculiar to this 
act and not to be found in any of the decided cases. 

In all cited cases, with the exception perhaps of Edward's Lessee 
V. Darby ^ the implied power was conceived as an incident of the ex¬ 
pressly delegated power in terms of a means to an end. So in McCul¬ 
loch V. Maryland the power of creating a corporation was considered 
a means for the effective carrying-out of the enumerated constitu¬ 
tional ends. In Osborn v. The Bank of the United States private 
banldng operations were regarded as a means for carrying into ef¬ 
fect the public functions of the bank. In Phelps Dodge Corp. v. 
National Labor Relations Board the powers of the board under con¬ 
sideration are clearly subordinate to the effectuation of the purposes 
of the act. The same holds true for the dissent in Arrow-Hart and 
Hegeman Electric Co. v. Federal Trade Covmiission. In Cudahy 
Packing Corp, v. Holland, finally, the authority to subdelegate the 
subpoena power is conceived as a means to put the law-enforcing 
functions of the administrator into effect. 

The interpretation of the statutory terms limiting the coverage of 
the Fair Labor Standards Act cannot be conceived as a means for 
the accomplishing of the statutory ends as laid down in the mini¬ 
mum wage and maximum hour provisions. It is not so that the 
administrator has his choice among several means of which the de¬ 
termination of the coverage by interpretation of statutory terms is 
one. The relation between this interpretative activity and the legis- 

It must be noted that in Mr. Justice Douglas’ opinion the argument concern¬ 
ing the existence of the admimstrator'’s implied powers is not separated from the 
argument dealing with the kind of power delegated to him by implication, that is, 
the power of subdelegation. 

42 Cf. McCulloch V. Maryland, 4 Wheat. (U.S.) 316, 422, 423, 427, 428, 430 
(1819) (opinion of Marshall, C.J.) with Cudahy Packing Co. v. Holland, 315 
U.S. 357, 368, 372, 373 (1942) (opinion of Douglas, J.). 
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lative purposes is one not of functional or teleological but of logical 
subordination. That is to say, it is logically impossible for the ad¬ 
ministrator to effectuate the policies and purposes of the act without 
limiting the c<wcr;\ge of the act by interpretation of the statutory 
terms. He may choose one among several interpretations, all equally 
remaining within the logical confines of the statutory term, but in¬ 
terpret he must. He has no choice between interpreting the statute 
or refraining from doing so. Interpretation is necessary for the ef- 
fectix e discharge of the administrator's duties, not as a means to an 
end, but as a logical incident of the duties themselves. 

This is so in a dual sense. The determination of minimum wages 
itself is to a certain extent dependent upon the coverage of the wage 
order; coverage is one of several factors which the administrator 
must take into consideration as a logically indispensable determinant 
of the rule-making process. Furthermore, the wage order as an cn- 
forcible rule, a command addressed to employer, employees, and 
public officials, is logically incomplete without making clear to 
whom it is addressed and to whom not. It is for those reasons that, 
regardless of the absence of express statutory delegation, the admin¬ 
istrator could not help but issue interpretative bulletins determining 
the coverage of the act and that the courts have either accepted 
tlicsc interpretations as a matter of course or, when they have re¬ 
jected them, they have done so for reasons which would invalidate 
any interpretation, whether or not issued under express delegation. 

The conception of interpretative powers as the logical incident of 
the pov\ ers expressly conferred is also capable of meeting the prob¬ 
lem of legislative practice and history. In this regard, too, the situa¬ 
tion is different from the one in which the same problem presented 
itself in Phelps Dodge Corp. v. Holland, According to Chief Justice 
Alarshall and Mr. justice Douglas, the express grant of a certain 
power in one instance and the lack of such a grant in another is not, 
in the absence of a clear manifestation of the legislative intent, con¬ 
clusive proof for the intention to withhold the power in the latter 
case. The legislative history of the Fair l.abor Standards Act, how¬ 
ever, shows clearly that the all-inclusive rule-making powers of the 
administrator, which the original bill envisaged, were finally limited 
to wage orders and the interpretation of a few scattered statutory 
terms and that Congress intended with this limitation to meet the 
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constitutional objections which had led to the invalidation of the 
National Industrial Recovery Act. Neither were subsequent legisla¬ 
tive attempts at giving the administrator general rule-making powers 
approved by Congress. 

When, as in the case of the Fair Labor Standards Act, the legis¬ 
lative history shouts unmistakably that the legislator did not ex¬ 
pressly grant certain powers because he did not want to delegate 
them, the doctrine of implied powers is confronted with a serious 
obstacle. Pow ers which the legislator intends to withhold by refus¬ 
ing to grant them expressly, cannot be implied. When the silence of 
the statute cannot be interpreted as implied delegation but must be 
taken to mean refusal to delegate, considerations of rule-making 
convenience will not justify judicial and administrative officers in 
adding to the powders expressly granted. There seems to be nothing 
left but the appeal to the legislature. 

Yet this conclusion is justified only when the withholding of 
powers limits the choice of means, making the performance of rule- 
making functions more difficult and, hence, is exclusively a matter 
of rule-making convenience. The conclusion has actually been 
draw n only with respect to such cases. When, howxver, the powders 
withheld are an essential element of the powers conferred so that 
w ithout them these powers cannot be intelligently executed at all, 
the problem is no longer of legislative or administrative convenience 
with respect to rule-making but of the very existence of the ex¬ 
pressly delegated regulatory powers. In such a case the presumption 
that it was the intent of Congress to grant effective regulatory powd¬ 
ers must prevail over the legislative history w hich shows the con¬ 
gressional intent to withhold unconstitutional powers, this intent 
being mistakenly applied to incidental powers of doubtless constitu¬ 
tionality. Congress, when empowering the administrator to issue 
wage orders, cannot be presumed to have intentionally withheld 
powers without w hich the administrator cannot issue wage orders, 
that is to say, without which he cannot do what Congress wants him 
to do. 

Once certain powers have been expressly delegated, the delega¬ 
tion of all incidental powders, essential for the execution of the for¬ 
mer, must be presumed to have been intended, too. Congress may 
withhold powders for certain means, necessary for executing the ex- 
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pressly delegated powers, but not for all means or for essentials of 
the expressly delegated powers themselves. Congress cannot be pre¬ 
sumed to have intended to confer no effective powers at all and thus 
to defeat its own legislative purpose. 

What Congress actually intended to do was to grant those pow¬ 
ers without which the purposes and policies of the act cannot be 
attained and to withhold those powers the delegation of which the 
Supreme Court u'as likcl)' to consider unconstitutional. It is in the 
light of this intent that the act must be construed. I'hc unconstitii- 
tionality of the delegation of powers essential from the point of view 
of the policies and purposes of the act would make the act itself un¬ 
constitutional. 1 he mistaken congressional belief, however, about 
what is constitutional and what is not, is not able to defeat the poli¬ 
cies and purposes of the act. Congress cannot by implication dele¬ 
gate unconstitutional powers which arc of the essence of expressly 
delegated constitutional powers; here the unconstitutionality of the 
former is fatal to the constitutionality of the whole. Yet neither can 
Congress, mistakenly believing them to be unconstitutional, with¬ 
hold powers, othenvise to be implied, which are of the essence of 
e.xprcssly delegated constitutional powers. As Lord Hobhouse said 
in Salmon v. Dwicomhe: “It is a very serious matter to hold that 
when the main object of a statute is clear it should be reduced to a 
nullity, by the draftsman’s unskillfulness or ignorance of law.”^‘* In 
this case, the application by courts and administrative agencies of 
the presumption referred to above will protect the legislative pur¬ 
poses of Congress from being frustrated by the errors of its consti¬ 
tutional doctrine. By obliterating in actual performance the distinc¬ 
tion betwxen expressly delegated and not delegated but essential 
powers the administrator and the courts have done exactly that. 

This is, however, not the last word. “For the question respecting 
the extent of the powers actually granted is perpetually arising, and 
wall probably continue to arise as long as our system shall exist.”^'* 

Salmon v. Duncowbc, 11 App. Cas. 627,634 (1886). 

44 McCulloch V. Maryland, 4 Wheat. 316, 405 (1819). United States v. Bailey, 
9 Pet. (U.S.) 238 (1835), and Caba v. United States, 152 U.S. 211, 218 (1894) may 
also be quoted. The idea that the power to interpret is implied in the power to 
administer is also clearly expressed in United States ex rel. Hall v. Payne, 254 U.S. 
343 (1920): “He [the Secretary of Labor] could not administer or apply the Act 
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Whenever there is an implied grant of power, there must be also 
an implied limitation of the power granted. 

I.ooIdng at administrative law through the distorting lenses of a 
conceptualist theory of the Constitution, one has difficulty in admit¬ 
ting that the administrative function has developed into a co-ordi¬ 
nate fourth branch of the government which must be controlled 
directly by the Constitution and not by the “sterile refinements un¬ 
related to affairs,by which the courts have connected verbally 
the exercise of the executive, judicial, and legislative functions with 
the constitutional text. It is only through such a direct confronta¬ 
tion of the problems of administrative law with the language and 
spirit of the Constitution that the administrative agencies can be 
made subject to the constitutional limitations upon which our sys¬ 
tem of government is founded, without losing the ability to fulfil 
their regulatory functions.*^’ It is only through such an approach 
that administrative needs and constitutional abstractions can be built 
into a synthesis of concepts and principles, which will do for ad¬ 
ministrative law what the great decisions of Chief Justice Marshall’s 
Supreme Court have done for the three traditional branches of the 
government. 

We have endeavored to find in the administrative function itself a 
positive standard for determining the content of the powers of ad¬ 
ministrative agencies. Following the same approach, w’e wdll now 
search for a negative standard by which the scope of regulatory 
powers can be delimited. 

Here again, the discrepancy between political philosophy and le¬ 
gal theory, on the one hand, and the actual solution of concrete 

without construing it, and its construction involved the exercise of judgment 
and discretion”; cf. also Marbury w Madison, 1 Cranch (U.S.) 137, 177 (1803): 
“Those who apply the rule to particular cases, must of necessity expound and 
interpret that rule.” 

'*•'5 Mr. Justice Frankfurter, concurring in Graves v. New York cx rel. O'Keefe, 
306 U.S. 466, 488 (1939). Cf. also what Lord Bryce, The American Common¬ 
wealth (New York: Macmillan Co., 1912), p. 375, has to say about the same 
problem. 

For the general aspects of this problem see Charles Howard Mcllw'ain, “The 
Fundamental Law behind the Constitution of the United States,” in Constitu¬ 
tionalism and the Changing World (New York: Macmillan Co., 1939), pp. 244 ff.; 
with respect to administrative law see A. A. Berle, “The Expansion of American 
Administrative Law,” Harvard Law Review, XXX (1917), 430. 
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problems by the courts, on the other, is characteristic of the tradi¬ 
tional pt>int of vicvv'. Wc have seen how the traditional doctrine, 
iinn illing to admit that an administrative agency may have powers 
not expressly delegated but implied, can nevertheless not fail to real¬ 
ize that administrative agencies actually perform functions of this 
kind, and tries to reconcile theory and facts by a series of legalistic 
distinctions and conccptualist doctrines. 

With respect to the problem of implied limitations on regulatory 
pow ers the situation is somew hat similar. On the constitutional level, 
the reasoning takes as its point of departure the doctrine of the sep¬ 
aration of powers and the principle that delegated pow ers cannot 
be delegated, and arrives at the conclusion that the legislature can¬ 
not delegate rule-making powers to administrative agencies. In the 
face of the obvious fact that such pow ers are actually delegated w ith 
the approval of the courts, the principle is interpreted so as to refer 
only to delegation unlimited as to subject matter and regulatory 
policy. Since, however, the absence of a defined subject matter 
would amount to a blanket delegation, nothing short of the surren¬ 
der of the lawmaking function altogether could be considered un¬ 
constitutional. The practical importance of this requirement is, 
therefore, extremely limited; it was found lacking only once, in 
Scbechtcr v. United States*'^ The requirement of a defined policy in 
the form of a legislative standard has become practically obsolete 
since standards of extreme vagueness have been considered to meet 
the constitutional requirement. Hence, Elihu Root’s much quoted 
statement of 1916 holds even more true today: “Before these agen¬ 
cies the old doctrine prohibiting the delegation of legislative power 
has virtually retired from the field and given up the fight.”^® 

Another and seemingly more effective method of limiting the reg¬ 
ulatory pow ers of administrative agencies is the extension of judicial 
review^ under the due process clause. Yet judicial review, conceived 
as trial de novo, does not solve the problem of limiting the adminis¬ 
trative function but rather eliminates it by doing away with the co¬ 
ordinate function altogether. It contributes nothing to the solution 
of the problem with which w^e are here concerned but rather at¬ 
tempts to destroy the very conditions under which the problem 
could arise at all. 

**7 295 U.S. 495 (1935), especially at 551. 

Report of the American Bar Associatioti, XLl (1916), 368. 
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On the statutory level, the traditional canons of interpretation are 
applied to the language of the statute in order to ascertain whether 
the administrative agency has remained within the limits of the stat¬ 
utory standards or else has acted z/ltra vires. The courts have, how¬ 
ever, not failed to recogni/e that there are cases of administrative 
rule-making which, even though remaining within the verbal limits 
of the statute, are nevertheless ultra vires. The courts have justified 
the invalidation of administrative rules of this kind by either strain¬ 
ing the words of the statute as well as the canons of interpretation 
or by declaring the regulation arbitrary' and unreasonable. 

It is with the latter category of administrative regulations that we 
propose to deal. The test of reasonableness, w here the term does not 
refer to standards w'ell defined and clearly unelerstood, is obviously 
less a standard by which the scope of administrative rule-making 
power can be delimited than the admission that such a standard 
cannot be found. The analysis of the cases invalidating administra¬ 
tive regulations w hich are not clearly' in violation of the y\'ords of 
the statute will show' that underlying these decisions is the inarticu¬ 
late aw^areness of implied limitations which administrative regula¬ 
tions are not allow ed to overstep. These limitations follow from the 
very nature of the administrative function and its relation to the 
legislative branch. It will furthermore be shown that these implied 
limitations upon regulatory powers in administrative law' have their 
counterpart in the three traditional branches of the government."*** 

We take as our point of departure the Fair Labor Standards Act. 
This act, as pointed out before, constitutes a most serious and elab¬ 
orate attempt to meet all possible constitutional requirements wdth 

The doctrine, preoccupied with the pseudo-problems of constitutional the¬ 
ology, has paid scant attention to the problem of implied pow ers and limitations 
in adntinistrative law. Fmst Frcvmd was, however, already aware of the existence 
of the problem and the unsatisfactory state of its solution; in Standards of 
American Legislation (Chicago; Universit)' of Chicago Press, 1917), p. 302, he 
stated; “The precise line of demarcation between matter to be deternnned by 
statute and matter to be left to regulation has not yet been satisfactorily settled”; 
see also Freund, “The Substitution of Rule for Discretion in Public Law,” Ameri¬ 
can Volitical Science Review, IX (1915), 666 and csj^ccially 676. See also James 
Hart, “ Fhc F'xercise of Rule-Making Power,” in Studies on Administrative Man¬ 
agement in the Government of the United States (Washington, D.C.: Go\crn- 
nieiit Printing Office, 1937), p. 34: “Possibly the policy or standard need not be 
expressed in the delegation of rule-making power, if it may be implied with suf¬ 
ficient certainty and clarity,” 
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respect to the scope of delegated regulatory powers and administra¬ 
tive procedure. Despite those unusual precautions, the act in prac¬ 
tical operation has not avoided some of the difficulties which have 
befallen other administrative agencies. On the one hand, the act has 
refrained from delegating expressly to the administrator interpreta¬ 
tive powers, believed to have been thus withheld, which are actually 
inherent in the administrative function. On the other hand, the act 
has delegated to the administrator apparently well-defined rule- 
making powers, the exercise of which has posed the problem of the 
scope of regulatory powers in administrative law. 

One of the characteristic features of the regulations under the act 
is the tendency to circumscribe the categories of employees exempt 
from the operation of the act by rigid, mathematical formulas. It is 
with respect to the numerical standards of these regulations that the 
reported cases show an as yet uncertain and inarticulate awareness 
of implied limitations on regulatory powers. The courts do not limit 
to regulations under the Fair Labor Standards Act their opposition 
against abstract, rigid standards of a numerical nature. There is 
rather a general tendency to invalidate such standards whenever the 
statutory terms to be defined do not lend themselves to definitions 
of this kind but need for the adequate limitation of their content to 
be confronted with the facts of the individual case. 

The courts have shown reluctance to follow the administrator in 
limiting the coverage of the statute by mathematical formulas and 
especially percentage rules, where the act itself uses terms such as 
“greater part,” “substantial,” “area,” and the like. Technically, the 
argument of these decisions follows the familiar lines of statutory 
interpretation. The courts declare that it would be “unreasonable,” 
“arbitrary,” or “impossible” to define the statutory terms by rigid, 
mathematical formulas. 

From the point of view of statutory interpretation it might, how¬ 
ever, be argued that it is not outright impossible to define terms such 
as “area of production,” “local retailing,” “bona fide executive,” and 
the like numerically and by percentages. If, for instance, Congress 
should have defined the constitutional term “interstate commerce” 
on the same percentage basis as the administrator under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act defines the identical statutory term, the courts would 
undoubtedly have approved of the statutory definition of the con- 
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stitutional term. Why, then, are the courts hostile to similar defini¬ 
tions on the administrative level? The answer lies in the particular 
relationship between administrative regulation and congressional en¬ 
actment. The clarification of this relationship, in turn, depends upon 
the answer to two questions: (1) What was the legislative policy 
under which the rule-making powers under consideration were dele¬ 
gated to the administrator? and (2) What function do the mathe¬ 
matical standards of these administrative regulations fulfil from the 
point of view of this legislative policy? 

The delegation of regulatoiy powers to administrative agencies 
stems from “the inability of the legislature to formulate standards 
sufficiently definite for private guidance. This inability in turn may 
be due cither to the inherent inapplicability of uniform standards to 
varying individual cases or to the temporary failure to discover such 
principlcs.”*'^^® The outstanding example of the latter alternative is 
the delegation of rate-making powers to administrative agencies. In 
this case, administrative agencies, on the basis of technical and sci¬ 
entific know ledge that Congress docs not possess, develop gradually, 
through the trial-and-error method not accessible to Congress, a 
definite or even rigid formula w^hich will ultimately take the place 
of the legislative enactment and according to which future cases will 
uniformly be decided. 

The specific rule-making powers*''^ of the administrator under the 
Fair Labor Standards Act are obviously not of this kind. If Con- 
gress did not feel able to detennine in the statute itself concepts such 
as “area of production,” “bona fide executive,” or “local retailing 
capacity,” it was not because it did not possess the expert knowledge 
and experience w^hich w'ould be at the command of the administra¬ 
tor. No such knowledge and experience is needed for the under¬ 
standing of the terms under consideration, and when Congress left 
the definition of these concepts to the administrator, it did not do 
so with the expectation that the particular technical competency of 
the administrator would enable him to do what Congress was un¬ 
able to do. 

I'Trist Freund, Admmistrative Powers over Persons and Property (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1928), p. 29. 

In contradistinction to the general powers relative to the determination of 
minimum wages. 
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The implied inability of Congress to define these terms is rather 
the result of the very nature of the terms which in the majority of 
cases are applicable to individual situations without further defini¬ 
tion but which in a number of marginal cases arc inherently incapa¬ 
ble of abstract, uniform determination. In these marginal cases the 
determination must be made “upon all the facts show n in the rec¬ 
ord,” “upon the facts in each particular case.” Since, on the one 
hand, the nature of the terms to lie defined makes abstract, uniform 
determination impossible and since, on the other hand, Congress is 
unable to give the individualized determination, on the basis of the 
particular case, w hich those terms require. Congress has delegated to 
the administrator the pow er to define these terms. For the adminis¬ 
trative regulation, in contrast to the legislative enactment, is capable 
of flexibility in the light of changing circumstances and adaptable to 
the individual case, tlius doing justice to these terms. 

The administrator, w hen defining these terms in regulations of 
mathematical rigidity, has acted counter to the legislative policy 
under which he received these regulator)^ powers. If Congress had 
thought that formulas of mathematical precision could solve the 
problem of defining the terms under consideration, (>)ngress could 
have wTitten such formulas into tlic statute. For legislation in ab¬ 
stract, general, rigid terms is the province of congressional rule¬ 
making, while legislation in flexible, concrete terms is the proper 
field of administratix e rule-making. By doing w hat Congress could 
have done but did not w ant to do, that is, to make abstract, general, 
inflexible regulations in mathematical terms, the administrator has 
neglected the implicit congressional mandate and overstepped the 
implied limitations to w hich the division of functions between Con¬ 
gress and administrative agencies subjects his regulatory powers. It 
is to this discrepancy betw een congressional intent and administra¬ 
tive regulation, betw een the proper delimitation of the spheres of 
congressional and administrative legislation and the actual extension 
of the latter, that the courts refer, w hen they declare regulations of 
this kind invalid as being “unreasonable” or “arbitrary.” 

'Fhis evaluation of the administrator’s regulations is supported by 
the analysis of the functions which these mathematical standards are 
intended to fulfil according to the statements of the administrator 
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himself. They lie exclusively in the realm of administrative con¬ 
venience. 

The foregoing discussion has led to four conclusions: (1) that 
administrative regulations of mathematical rigidity meet with wide 
disapproval by the courts; (2) that the functional relationship be¬ 
tween statutory delegation and administrative regulation may re¬ 
quire, in the latter, flexibility and adaptability to the particularities 
of the individual case; (3) that regulations of the rigid, general 
type ow e their existence to considerations of administrative con¬ 
venience; and (4) that there is a judicial trend against letting con¬ 
siderations of administrative convenience prevail over limitations 
which the statute, expressly or by implication, has placed upon ad¬ 
ministrative discretion. 

These conclusions point toward the existence of implied limita¬ 
tions on regulatory powers in administrative law. I'hese implied 
limitations have their roots in the same element to w hich the implied 
regulatory powers owe their existence, that is, the administrative 
function itself. In the same way in wdiich the power to interpret is 
the logical by-product of the powxr to administer, the power to 
administer under an act of Congress precludes implicitly the power 
to do v\ hat Congress could have done but did not want to do. The 
administrative agency is, then, under a duty, the positive counter¬ 
part of this limitation, to execute the mandate of Congress whose 
explicit command must be read in the literal text of the statute and 
w hose implicit injunctions must be sought in the particular purpose 
w hich (Congress wishes to achieve through the delegation of regula¬ 
tory pow ers. The administrative agency, in other words, must per¬ 
form the particular administrative function, the performance of 
w hich is the implicit purpose of the delegation of regulatory powers. 

Mow can this purpose be ascertained? The traditional answer, that 
it is the administrative function to “fill in the details”®^ of incom¬ 
plete congressional legislation, has impeded rather than furthered the 
recognition of the problem and of its solution. This answer was cor¬ 
rect w hen it was given, that is, when the traditional three branches 
of the government performed all governmental functions in relative 
separation and when, therefore, the assistance which the executive 
gave to the legislative branch in the performance of the latter’s 

5 ‘j Wiiyman V, So74thar(i, 10 Wheat. (U.S.) 1,43 (1825). 
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functions could be explained correctly in the traditional terms of the 
separation of powers. 

The problem today, in constitutional terms, lies in the develop¬ 
ment of a fourth branch of the government which, far from filling- 
in mere details, has become quantitatively as well as qualitatively a 
co-ordinate partner of the three traditional branches. Quantitatively, 
administrative legislation exceeds bv far enactments by Congress. 
Qualitatively, administrative regulations are genuine legislation, in 
many instances no more limited bv statutory standards than con¬ 
gressional legislation is bv constitutional standards. 'Fhc attempt at 
limiting administrative regulative powers must therefore start with 
the recognition that a co-ordinate administrative function exists. 

The second step toward a solution of our problem is the recogni¬ 
tion of the source from w hich this co-ordinate administrative func¬ 
tion derives. This source is congressional delegation, at the basis of 
which there may be one of tw-o possible purposes. It is either that 
Congress does not w ish to legislate even though it could and so for 
whatever reason, such ns time-saving, political caution, and the like, 
delegates legislative powers to an administrative agency, or that 
Congress did not legislate because it could not have legislated w ith- 
out putting in jeopardy the very purposes for w hich the law w^as 
enacted and therefore delegated regulatory powers to administra¬ 
tive authorities. In the former type of delegation the administrative 
powers are limited only bv the words of the statute, and expressed 
and implied limitations coincide. Hence, no particular problem with 
respect to implied limitations can arise. It is therefore wdth the latter 
category alone that w e arc concerned. 

Here Congress may delegate regulatory pow ers for three kinds of 
reasons. It may do so in order to have the facts determined upon 
w'hich the application of the law' depends in an individual case. 71iis 
is what is meant by “execution of the laws” in the traditional mean¬ 
ing of the term and is part of the traditional executive function. 
Second, Congress may delegate regulatory powers for the pur¬ 
pose of determining certain legislative standards, a determination 
which requires experimentation on the basis of scientific knowledge 
and technical skill; such trial-and-error method is beyond the reach 
of congressional action. Third, the purpose of congressional delega¬ 
tion may be to create flexible standards adaptable to the particular 
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conditions of the individual case. Here again. Congress is incapable 
of discharging this particular function. 

Under these three types of delegation the regulatory powers of 
the administrative agency are implicitly limited by the kind of ad¬ 
ministrative function it has to perform. One type of delegation al¬ 
lows only the exercise of regulatory powers of the executive type; 
the other, only the exercise of regulatory powers of an experimental 
nature; the third, only flexible administrative regulations. Conse¬ 
quently, under the executive type the administrative agency could 
not substitute its own standards for the statutory ones (which it 
would be allowed to do under the experimental and flexible types) 
without violating the implicit limitations which the statute pre¬ 
scribes. When only powers to regulate by trial and error are dele¬ 
gated, a regulation laying down at once a ready-made, definite 
standard which was at the disposal of Congress, without experimen¬ 
tation or the use of technical skill or scientific expertness, would 
again overstep the implied limits which the statute has marked out. 
Finally, under the flexible type a regulation which replaces the rigid 
standard of the statute by another rigid one, would, as we have seen, 
find itself outside the implied limitations imposed by the statute. 

"I hesc three types of administrative regulation, violative of statu¬ 
tory standards, have this in common that they do w^hat Congress 
could have done but did not want to do. The test according to 
which a doubtful case of violation must be determined is to be found 
in the administrative function which the regulations are supposed 
to fulfil in each particular case.^*^ The nature of this function is re¬ 
vealed by the source of administrative power, that is, the statutory 
delegation. 

We arrived at this conclusion by an empirical examination of a 
particular situation arising under the Fair Labor Standards Act and 
of the court decisions dealing tvith this situation and the problems 
underlying it. It can, however, be shown that these conclusions arc 
only the special manifestation of a general principle of our constitu¬ 
tional system. In other words, the doctrine of implied limitations on 

53 Cf. Freund, Administrative Powers over Persons and Property, p. 91: “Dele¬ 
gated discretion is subject to unexpressed limitations which follow partly from 
the supremacy of the statute over its instrumentalities, and pardy from the pre¬ 
sumptive reservation of certain considerations for exclusive legislative control.” 
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regulatory powei-s in administrative law is only the special applica¬ 
tion of a general doctrine of implied limitations in constitutional 
law. In the same implicit w'ay in which administrative powers are 
limited by the functions which the statute delegates, the respective 
powers of the federal and the state governments as well as the pow¬ 
ers of the legislative, executive, and judicial branches of the federal 
government in relation to each other are limited by the functions 
which the federal constitution delegates to the federal government 
and its three traditional branches. “Every positive direction contains 
an implication against anything contrary to it, or which \vould frus¬ 
trate or disappoint the purpose of that provision. The frame of the 
government; the grant of legislative power itself; the organization 
of the executive authority; the erection of the principal courts of 
justice, create implied limitations ... as strong as though a negative 
was expressed in each instance.”'^'* According to Judge Coolcv, 
“There is no difficultv in saying that any such act, which under pre¬ 
text of exercising such pow cr is usurping another, is opposed to tlie 
constitution and void.'’"''^* 

It follows by implication from the nature of the federal system 
which protects the federal government as well as the several state 
governments in their existence and in the proper discharge of their 
functions, that neither goveninient may rax agencies of the other. 

People V. Draper, 15 N.Y. 532, 544 (1857). 

‘'•5 ThonvAS McIntyre Cooley, A Treatise on the Constitutional Lin/itations (8th 
ed.; lioston: Little, Brown & Co., 1927), f>p. 357-58; cf. ihid., p. 355. See also 
Judge O^oley in People v. Sale?n, 20 Mich. 452, 473 (1870): “It is conceded . . . 
that there are certain Vinutanons ujxm this pt>wer, not prescril>cd in express terms 
by any constitutional provision, bur inherent in the subject itself, which attend 
its exercise under all circumstances and which are as inflexible and absolute in 
their restraints as if directly imposed in the most positive of vx’ords.” See Chief 
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Ir has even been suggested that the express limitations which the 
federal constitution imposes upon the states arc relatively less impor¬ 
tant than the limitations derived from implication/''^ The constitu¬ 
tional principle of the supremacy of the federal government together 
with a grant of power to the federal government may impose an 
implied limitation upon the power of the states with regard to the 
matter delegated for regulation to the federal government. Whether 
such an implied limitation exists depends upon the nature of the 
power concerned. If the power granted to the federal government 
can be exercised only by one government wdthin the same territory, 
such a limitation must be implied. As Chief Justice Marshall put it in 
Swrp;es v. Crou'vhishield: “Whenever . . . the nature of the power 
requires that it should be exercised exclusively by Congress, the sub¬ 
ject is as completely taken from the state legislature as if they had 
been expressly forbidden to act on it.’'^‘^ 

Turning from the relations betw een federal and state governments 
to the relations among the three traditional branches of the govern¬ 
ment, \vt find that the very principle of the separation of pow ers is 
an implied limitation upon the pow ers of the three branches in rela¬ 
tion to each other. This limitation follows from the establishment by 
the Constitution of three branches of the government, each exercis¬ 
ing a particular function of its own. It is from the nature of these 
functions that derive by implication the particular limitations by 
which the pow ers of the legislative, judicial, and executive branches 
of the government are circumscribed in their relation to each other. 

The constitutional doctrine of implied limitations, manifesting 
itself as the doctrine of the “higher law^” and in other natural law^ 
doctrines, was originally developed for the purpose of preventing 
a legislative absolutism w hich, unchecked, w ould encroach upon the 
liberties of the individual. Thus Judge Cooley wnote in the Preface 
to the second edition of his Covstitutioiml IJmitaUons: “In this 
sympathy and faith, he had written of jury trials and the other safe¬ 
guards to personal liberty, of liberty of the press, and of vested 
rights; and he had also endeavored to point out that there are on all 
sides definite limitations w hich circumscribe the legislative authority, 

Dodd, op. cit.y pp. 138,160. 4 Wheat. (U.S.) 122 (1819). 
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independent of the specific restrictions which the people impose by 
their State constitutions.”®® 

Yet besides these implied limitations upon the legislative power, 
upon which attention has mainly been focused, there exist less spec¬ 
tacular ones, which, growing out of the legislative function itself, 
arc similar in nature to, and fulfil a similar function as, implied limi¬ 
tations in administrative law. In the same way in which an act of 
Congress delegates administrative powers to an administrative agen¬ 
cy, the Constitution delegates legislative powers to Congress; and 
in the same way in which, consequently, the administrative agency 
can perform no other but administrative functions, the legislative 
department can exercise no other but legislative authority. When 
Congress has only delegated the power to make flexible, concrete 
regulations, the administrative agency cannot make abstract, rigid 
ones which under the circumstances would be administrath e regu¬ 
lations in form only but not in substance and would actually en¬ 
croach upon the powers of Congress. Likewise, Congress cannot, in 
the form of a statute, make rules which arc alien to the legislative 
function and belong actually to the judiciary. “ Lhc assumption of 
judicial power by the legislature in such a case is unconstitutional, 
because, though not expressly forbidden, it is nevertheless inconsist¬ 
ent with the provisions which have conferred upon another depart¬ 
ment the power the legislature is seeking to exercise.”*'® 

In Schneidennan v. United States for instance, the Supreme 
Court recognized the plenary powers of Congress over the jurisdic¬ 
tion of the federal courts. Once the power of the courts is estab¬ 
lished by act of Congress, the latter has, however, no power to 
“decree in the same breath that the judgment rendered shall have no 
conclusive effect. Limits it may place. But that is another matter 
from making an adjudication under Article III merely an advisory 
opinion or prima facie evidence of the fact or all the facts deter¬ 
mined.” This limitation upon the powers of Congress is implied 
from the very nature of the legislative and judicial functions and 
their relation to each other. On the same grounds. Congress could 
not, even if the Due Process Clause were omitted from the Consti- 

P. vii. 60 Ibid,, p. 356. 

6163 S.Ct. 1355, 1357 (1943); cf. also Gordon v. United States, 117 U.S. 697 
(1864); In re Sanborn, 148 U.S. 222 (1893). 
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tution, pass the property of one citizen over to somebody else on 
the assumption that the latter was entitled to the property according 
to law. 

Implied limitations, protecting the executive from encroachments 
by the legislative branch, are less obvious. This is so because the 
relation between the legislative and executive functions, with the 
latter charged with the execution of the acts of the former, makes 
for the subordination of the latter to the former. The inability of 
Congress to interfere with the removal power of the President offers, 
however, an example of implied limitations on the legislative power 
in its relations with the chief executive. In Myers v. United States^'" 
the Supreme Court declared the Tenure of Office 7\ct of 1867 un¬ 
constitutional as interfering with a presidential pouer which by 
its nature is executive and not legislative. In other words, the invest¬ 
ment of the chief executive with the general executive functions, 
with the power to execute the law s, and w ith the powxr to remove 
as an incident of the powxr to appoint, limits by implication the 
power of Congress in this matter. 

Conversely, the executive branch is limited in its relations with 
Congress by the constitutional distribution of functions. Since the 
legislature makes the laws and the executive branch executes them, 
the latter s discretion is limited by the words and policies of con¬ 
gressional enactments. In applying the acts of Congress to concrete 
cases, tlic executive branch must interpret the terms of the statute 
and in so far ma\' even be allowed to legislate. As noted before, 
express and implied limitations coincide here. 

As regards iiupUcd limitations on the executive branch in its rela¬ 
tions with the judiciary, one can quote decisions where the Supreme 
Court has refused to entertain appeals against decisions of a district 
judge, the execution of w'hich depended upon the discretion of the 
Secretary of the TreasurySuch decisions, not being the autono¬ 
mous and, in the absence of appeal, final disposition of the issue, arc 
not recognized as judicial ones against wdiich an apepal to the Su¬ 
preme Court w'ould lie. The encroachment of the executive upon 
the judicial process deprives the latter of its judicial character. 

«- 272 U.S. 52 (1926), especially at 117,161,164. 

United States v. Ferreira, 13 How, (U.S.) 40 (1851); Hayburn’s Case, 2 
Dali. (U.S.) 408 (1792). 
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Finally, implied limitations upon the judiciary with regard to 
l)oth the executive and legislative branches are at the foundation of 
the principle that the exercise of the discretionary pow ers of these 
two departments is ni>t subject to judicial review. With regard to 
the executive branch, this principle was first laid dow n in Marhury 
V. Madison^'*^ relative to so-called political questions, and in United 
States V. Eliason^*’' relati\e to executive rules and regulations. With 
respect to the legislative branch the principle is generally expressed 
in form of the requirement of judicial self-restraint or the prohibi¬ 
tion of judicial legislation. 

The investigation of implied regulatory powers and implied limi¬ 
tations on regulatory powers in administrative law has led to three 
conclusions whose importance reaches beyond the immediate pur¬ 
pose of this investigation: 

1. The recognition of the administrative function as a co-ordinate 
fourth branch of the government is indispensable for a solution of 
the problems w ith w hich the spread of administrative h\v confronts 
our legal s\'stcm, if wc want this solution to do justice both to the 
need of administrative agencies for clearly defined and effective 
pow ers and to the necessity of keeping these powers within con¬ 
stitutional limits and under legal controls. 

2. I he traditional constiiutional concepts and principles must be 
marshaled to this task b\’ freeing their creative potentialities, dor¬ 
mant in the original meaning anel functions, from the legalistic 
adulterations and conceptualise refinements by which a stagnant 
constitutional doctrine has endeavored to make them permanently 
subservient to a particular political philosophy. 

3. From an examination of the court decisions relative to admin¬ 
istrative law in the light of the original constitutional principles and 
concepts, certain general principles of administrative law, fulfilling 
the functions under I, can be developed. Thus the decisions 
reveal clearly that the power to administer carries implicitly the 
power to interpret or, in other w ords, that administrative and inter¬ 
pretative pow ers arc coextensive. That he who administers must in¬ 
terpret can be considered a recognized principle of administrative 

1 Cninch (L'.S.) 137 (1K0>). 

<••» 16 Per. (U.S.) 291 (1842). 
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law. The principle that the administrative power is implicitly limited 
by the ilelegated administrative function and that consequently ad¬ 
ministrative agencies cannot do w hat Congress could have done but 
did not \\ ant to do, is less clearly recognizable in the court decisions, 
but follows from the distribution of governmental powers on a 
functional basis, which is characteristic of the structure of American 
government. 
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The Western world faces in the universal tri¬ 
umph of nationalism some extraordinary paradoxes, pregnant with 
tragic irony. These paradoxes test its political imagination; they 
challenge its moral judgment; they put in jeopardv not only its 
own existence but the survival of civilized life on this planet. Yet 
it was not the enemy of the West and of ci\*ilization that gave the 
idea of nationalism to the world. I'hat idea, together with Marx¬ 
ism, is the last great original contribution the West has made to 
the political thought and practice of the world. What has become 
a threat to civilization, the West has claimed as a condition of 
civilized life. What has become a source of political anarchy and 
oppression, the West has offered as the principle of political order 
and freedom. With what has become a mockery of political moral¬ 
ity, the West set out to establish political justice throughout the 
world. 

The idea of nationalism, both in its historic origins and in the 
political functions it has performed, is intimately connected with 
the idea of freedom and shares the latter’s ambiguity. Nationalism 
as a political phenomenon must be understood as the aspiration for 
two freedoms, one collective, the other individual: the freedom of 
a nation from domination by another nation and the freedom of the 
individual to join the nation of his choice. 

As the aspiration of a collectivity to be free, nationalism origi¬ 
nated in the sixteenth and sex cntcenrh centuries from the struggles 
of the territorial state against its two enemies, one—the feudal order 
—resisting it, as it were, from below; the other—the imperial power— 
from above. Both, defeated in the dynastic and religious wars of the 
age, proved to be incapable of exerting the functions of govern¬ 
ment in the territories claimed by the territorial princes who, in 
turn, wxre able to impose their rule upon the feudal lords and free 
themselves from the rule of the emperor. Thus the territorial state 
emerged in the political form of dynastic sovereignty, the monarch 
being the highest secular authority within his territory. 
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Dynastic sovereignty found its philosophic justification in its 
ability to defend the territory under its control against enemies 
from without and disorder from within. Bodin in the sixteenth cen¬ 
tury and I.eibniz in the eighteenth justified the absolute monarchy 
in these terms. It remained unchallenged both in theory and practice 
as long as it met this test in actual performance. Yet when in 1791 
the king of France appeared to be plotting with foreign monarchs 
against his country, the absolute monarchy failed the test as defender 
of the nation and its territory. First in practice and then in theory, 
the nation itself was called upon to defend its freedom. Thus 
nationalism as the collective expression of a nation’s political identity 
was bom. 

That birth coincided with, and was really an integral part of, 
the triumph of individual liberty within France. The absolute mon¬ 
archy was destroyed because it had betrayed the nation abroad 
and oppressed the individual at home. It left the stage of history as 
a defeated enemy of both individual and collective freedom. Indi¬ 
vidual freedom was taken as a precondition of national freedom, 
and the latter, in turn, w as regarded as a mere extension of the 
former to the international scene. The political and legal principles, 
originally formulated to support and guarantee the freedom of the 
individual, were applied to the nation. The nation came to be re¬ 
garded as a kind of collective personality with peculiar character¬ 
istics and inalienable rights of its own; and the ty^pically liberal 
antithesis bctwxen individual freedom and feudalistic oppression w^as 
transferred to the nation where it w^as duplicated in the hostility 
between the national aspirations and the feudal state. The nation 
should be free from oppression, both from w^ithin and from without. 
Free nations had only one enem\% and he w^as common to all of 
them: the dymastic oppressor of their freedom, individual and col¬ 
lective. Political evil was, as it were, localized in the enemies of 
freedom. 

Given these assumptions, there could be no enmity among free 
nations who were united in a solidarity of individual and collective 
self-interest against the enemies of anybody’s freedom. The popular 
will should decide how^ and by w hom the people were to be gov¬ 
erned, and the determination of the state to w'hich a people was to 
belong w^as part of this decision. Thus the principle of national 
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self-determination fulfils the postulates of both democracy and 
nationalism. 

The practical political consequences of this new philosophy of 
nationalism, merging the ideas of individual and collective libertv, 
were immediate and striking. The Decree of Armed Propaganda of 
November 12, 1792, proclaimed: “The National Convention declares 
in the name of the French nation that it shah accord fraternity and 
aid to all peoples who want to recover their libertv, and charges 
the executive power with giving to the generals the orders necessary 
to bring aid to those peoples and to defend the citi/ens who are or 
might be persecuted for the cause of libertv.” Napoleon conquered 
Fuirope in the name of this principle, destroy ing in the process more 
than tno hundred dynastic sovereignties which were incapable of 
cfTective defense and disqualified from ruling in the name of their 
subjects. 

In the struggle, dominating the better part of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury, for the national unification of Germany and Italy and the 
national liberation of the Balkan nations from I'urkish rule, the 
causes of national unit\' and freedom from oppression merged, for 
the liberal champions of nationalism as well as for their dynastic 
enemies. While the German liberals cried, “Through unity to lib¬ 
erty,” Mazzini’s flag of 1H31 bore on one side the words “Unity 
and Independence,” on the other “Libertv, l’X]uality, Humanity.” 
Aletternich’s policies, on the other hand, were opposed to the na¬ 
tional movements as a manifestation of democratic tendencies. The 
foreign policy of Napoleon 111, who favored the national move¬ 
ments because he saw, according to his foreign minister, “a real 
equilibrium only in the satisfied wishes of the nations of I'Airope,” 
w^as ironically called “the diplomacy of universal suffrage.” 

The First World War seemed to confirm, rather than deny, the 
assumptions and expectations of nationalism; for was it not caused 
by the unfulfilled aspirations of the nationalities of the Austro-Hun¬ 
garian Empire? Thus the Western alliance fought the war in the 
name of national self-determination, and Germany turned the same 
weapon against Russia. The result w'as a peace settlement that re¬ 
flected to a very high degree the principle of national self-deter¬ 
mination. Austria-Hungary and western Russia were dissolved into 
their national components, and the new frontiers of Germany fol- 
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lowed in good measure the will of the populations concerned, which 
was either obvious, as in Alsace-Lorraine, or was determined by 
internationally supervised plebiscites, as in Silesia. 

Yet that triumph of the principles of nationalism did not bring 
a viable order to central and eastern Europe. Nor did it bring justice 
to the populations concerned; it rather made the oppressors and 
oppressed exchange their roics. Thus what appeared at the time as 
the consummation of the expectations of nineteenth-century nation¬ 
alism-peace, order, and justice built on the satisfaction of national 
aspirations—turned into its first great moral and political crisis. That 
crisis revealed the insufficient, self-contradictory, and self-defeating 
nature of nationalism as the exclusive principle of international order 
and justice and its ine\ itabic subordination in fact, and requisite 
subordination in theorv, to an overriding political system. 

Nationalism, taken by itself, is both in logic and experience a 
principle of disintegration and fragmentation, which is prevented 
from issuing in anarchy not by its own logic but bv the political 
power which either puts a halt to its realization at a certain point, 
as did the peace settlement of 1919, or else uses it for its purposes 
up to a certain point, as did the unifiers of Germany and Italy in 
the nineteenth century. There are no inherent limits to the appli¬ 
cation of the principles of nationalism. If the peoples of Bulgaria, 
Greece, and Serbia could invoke these principles against Turkey, 
whv could not the people of Macedonia invoke them against Bul¬ 
garia, (Greece, and Serbia? If it was right for the Czechs and Slovaks 
to free themselves in the name of nationalism from Austrian rule, 
it could not be wrong for the Slovaks and Sudeten CJcrmans to free 
themselves from Czech rule in the name of the selfsame principle. 
Poland, the vcr\' moment she had recovered her national identity 
fron^ Austrian, German, and Rvissian rule, felt she had to defend it 
against the German, Ukrainian, and White Russian minorities within 
her borders, comprising one-third of her total population. Thus 
vesterday’s oppressed cannot help becoming the oppressors of today 
because they arc afraid lest they be again oppressed tomorrow. 
Hence, the process of national liberation must stop at some point, 
and that point is determined not by the logic of nationalism but by 
the configurations of interest and power betwxen the rulers and the 
ruled and between competing nations. 
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This paradox of B invoking the principles of nationalism against 
A and denying them to C—both for the sake of his own survival—is 
accentuated by the practical impossibility of applying these prin¬ 
ciples consistently to mixed populations. The individual’s rights to 
his property and pursuit of happiness become incompatible with 
his right to choose his government according to his national pref¬ 
erences when he is a irienibcr of a minority which is inextricably 
intermingled with the majority controlling the government. Not 
being able to enjoy both rights simultaneously, he must sacrifice 
one or the other. 'Fhe treaties for the protection of minorities, to 
which Bulgaria, Montenegro, Romania, and Serbia were subjected 
in 1878 and Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Romania in 1919, tried to 
mitigate the dilemma by protecting certain minorities in the enjoy¬ 
ment of a free national life at least in certain fields, such as language, 
schools, religion. 

However, such attempts were largely frustrated by the fact, 
which constitutes the second manifestation of the crisis of national¬ 
ism in the interwar period, that the conflicts between the new na¬ 
tional states and their minorities were more intimately interwoven 
than ever before with the international conflicts among the new 
nation states and the great pow crs. This had always been the case 
within certain limits; Russia, for instance, had always supported the 
Balkan nations against 'rurkev and the Czechs and Serbs against 
Austria-Hungary. Yet as in the interwar period the new nation 
states competed w’ith each other for pow er and were at the same 
time the pawms of the great pow ers in their struggle for hegemony, 
the national minorities became to an ever increasing extent, as it 
were, sub-pawns w hose aspirations and grievances the contestants 
used to strengthen themselves and their friends and weaken their 
enemies. 

All of central and eastern Europe from the Baltic to the Mediter¬ 
ranean became the stage for continuous interconnected and overlap¬ 
ping rivalries and conflicts: Poland versus Lithuania, Czechoslovakia 
versus Poland, Hungary versus Romania, Bulgaria versus Greece, 
Italy versus Yugoslavia, Geiniany versus Poland, and, overshadow¬ 
ing them all, the decline of France, the rise of Germany, the inde¬ 
cision of Britain, and the ever present threat of the Soviet Union. 
The instability which from 1878 to 1914 had been confined to the 
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Balkans, always threatening and in the end destroying the peace of 
Europe, now extended to all of central and eastern Europe, for the 
same causes and with the same results. As the fragmentation of the 
European part of the Turkish Empire into its national components 
brought forth the “Balkanization” of the Balkans, so did the frag¬ 
mentation of the Austro-Hungarian and the western part of the 
Russian Empires lead to the Balkanization of that part of Europe. 
And while the First World War arose from the threat of Serb na¬ 
tionalism to Austria-Hungary, the Second World War became in¬ 
evitable when Germany succeeded in using the German minority to 
destroy Czechoslovakia and was started on the pretext that the Ger¬ 
man minority needed protection against the government of Poland. 

Nationalism, far from creating a juster and more viable interna¬ 
tional order, became the great disruptive and anarchical force of the 
interwar period. Into the severed members of the empires it shat¬ 
tered, nationalism poured the same passions which, first, as lust for 
power had created these empires and, then, as aspiration for freedom 
had destroyed them. The endemic disorder thus created cried out 
for a “new order,” which only the strong could make and main¬ 
tain. Germany and Russia, the new empire builders, saw their op¬ 
portunity, and in a series of swift and effective strokes, starting in 
1938 and ending in 1941, they seized the new nation states of cen¬ 
tral and eastern Europe, endeavoring to melt them down into new 
structures of empire. 

It is another of the paradoxes of nationalism that its defeat on the 
eve of the Second World War was achieved in the name of the same 
principle which brought it victory in the aftermath of the First: 
national self-determination, Germany justified her use of the German 
minorities of Czechoslovakia and Poland for the destruction of these 
nation states with the same principle of national self-determination 
with which before the Czech, Slovak, and Polish nationalities had 
justified their attack upon, and destruction of, the Austro-Hungarian 
Empire. Yet while the words were the same, the passions behind 
them and the philosophy which roused and justified them were dif¬ 
ferent not only in degree but in kind. The nationalism with which 
Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union set out to conquer the world 
has only the name in common with the nationalism of the nineteenth 
century and the first three decades of the twentieth. 
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The libertarian goals of the older nationalism were the rightful 
possession of all nations who wanted to he free; the world had room 
for as manv nationalisms as there were nations that wanted to es¬ 
tablish or preserve a state of their own. The international conflicts 
grow ing out of this nationalism were of tw'o kinds: conflicts be¬ 
tween a nationality and an alien master and conflicts betw^een differ¬ 
ent nations ox er the delimitation of their respective boundaries. The 
issue at stake was either the application of the principles of national¬ 
ism or else their interpretation. 

'I'hc new nationalism has only one thing in common wnth the old: 
the nation is the ultimate point of reference for political loyalties 
and actions. Hut here the similarity ends. For the old nationalism, 
the nation is the ultimate goal of political action, the end point of 
the political development beyond w hich there arc other nationalisms 
w ith similar and ccjuallv iustifiable goals. For the new nationalism, 
the nation is but tlie starting point of a universal mission whose ulti¬ 
mate goal reaches to the confines of the political world. While the 
old nationalism seeks one nation in one state and nothing else, the 
new’ one claims for one nation and one state the right to impose its 
ow n values and standards of action upon all the other nations. 

The new’ nationalism is in truth a political religion, a nationalistic 
univcrsalism w hich identifies the standards and goals of a particular 
nation w ith the principles that govern the universe. The few remain¬ 
ing nations of the first rank no longer oppose each other within a 
framework of shared beliefs and common values which impose ef¬ 
fective limitations upon the means and ends of their policies. Rather 
they oppose each other now as the standard-bearers of moral sys¬ 
tems, each of them of national origin and each of them claiming to 
provide universal moral standards w hich all the other nations ought 
to accept. The moral code of one nation flings the challenge of its 
universal claim into the face of another, w hich reciprocates in kind. 

This transformation of nationalism was foreshadowed by the Na¬ 
poleonic Wars and the First World War. The Napoleonic Wars 
were fought in the name of particular principles claiming universal 
validity: here the principles of the French Revolution, there the 
principle of legitimacy. For the West, the First World War trans¬ 
formed itself w'ith the intervention of the United States into a cru¬ 
sade “to make the w orld safe for democracy.” “It is our inestimable 
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privilege,” said Woodrow Wilson in his Fourth of July speech of 
1918, “to concert with men out of every nation who shall make not 
only the liberties of America secure but the liberties of every other 
people as well.” A few months after the democratic crusade had got 
under way, in October, 1917, the foundations were laid in Russia for 
another moral and political structure that, while accepted by only a 
fraction of humanity, also claimed to provide the common roof un¬ 
der which all humankind would eventually live together in justice 
and in peace. 

This well-nigh universal commitment to the principles of nation¬ 
alism revealed a profound difference between the attitude of the 
Western democracies and that of their totalitarian enemies. That 
difference was to have far-reaching moral and political consequences. 
The West had come to see in the principles of nationalism the rev¬ 
elation of universal truth to be lived up to regardless of political 
consequences. Totalitarianism looked at those principles as political 
tools to be used if their use promised results, to be discarded other¬ 
wise. Hitler did not hesitate to sacrifice the Germans of northern 
Italy for the friendship of Mussolini by transferring the majority of 
them to Germany. The nationalities policy of the Soviet Union, 
while committed in theory to national autonomy, has been at the 
service of the political and economic interests of the central govern¬ 
ment which, as the instrument of “democratic centralism,” has ma¬ 
nipulated, controlled, and destroyed their national life withf)ut 
regard to principles of any kind. 

Yet when totalitarianism turned the principles of nationalism 
against the West, the West stood morally and intellectually dis¬ 
armed. The totalitarian arguments being its own, it could not an¬ 
swer them. The West had M^elcomed the victory of national self- 
determination in the aftermath of the First World War on moral 
and political grounds, and it found itself now incapable, when Hitler 
used the German minority for the destruction of Czechoslovakia, of 
defending its interests against its principles. It even lent a helping 
hand to its defeat and congratulated itself upon its moral consist¬ 
ency. “Self-determination, the professed principle of the Treaty of 
Versailles, has been invoked by Herr Hitler against its written text, 
and his appeal has been allowed,” wrote the London Times on Sep¬ 
tember 28, 1938, commenting upon the Alunich settlement. 
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The Second World War and the Cold War following it have both 
qualitatively and quantitatively magnified the paradoxes of nation¬ 
alism which the interw^ar period had brought to the fore, and they 
have added a new one which has made nationalism altogether obso¬ 
lete as a principle of political organization. The new fact that has 
created that new paradox is the feasibility of all-out atomic war. 

I'hc justification of the nation state, as of all political organization, 
is its ability to perform the functions for the sake of which political 
organization exists. The most elementary of these functions is the 
common defense of the life of the citizens and of the values of the 
civilization in which they live. A political organization w^hich is no 
longer able to defend these values and even puts them in jeopardy 
must yield, either through peaceful transformation or violent de¬ 
struction, to one capable of that defense. Thus, under the impact of 
the invention of gunpowder and of the first industrial revolution, 
the feudal order had to yield to the dynastic and the nation state. 
Under the technological conditions of the pre-atomic age, the 
stronger nation states could, as it w^ere, erect a wall behind which 
their citizens could live secure and the weak nation states were simi¬ 
larly protected by the operation of the balance of power which 
added the resources of the strong to those of the w^eak. Thus under 
normal conditions no nation state was able to make more than mar¬ 
ginal inroads upon the life and civilization of its neighbors. 

The feasibility of all-out atomic w^ar has completely destroyed 
this protective function of the nation state. No nation state is capa¬ 
ble of protecting its citizens and its civilization against an all-out 
atomic attack. It safety rests solely in preventing such an attack 
from taking place. While in the pre-atomic age a nation state could 
count upon its physical ability to defend itself, in the atomic age it 
must rely upon its psychological ability to deter those who are 
physically able to destroy it. The prospective enemy must be in¬ 
duced to refrain from attacking; once he attacks, the victim is 
doomed. 

This psychological mechanism of deterrence operates only on the 
condition that the prospective atomic aggressor is clearly identified 
beforehand, that is, that no more than two nations are capable of 
waging all-out atomic war; for it is only on this condition that de¬ 
terrence operates with automatic certainty. Today, the Soviet Un- 
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ion knows that if it should attack the United States with atomic 
weapons, the United States would destroy it, and vice versa; tliat 
certainty deters both. Yet the time is close at hand when other na¬ 
tions will have the weapons with which to wage all-out atomic war. 
When that time has come, nations will have lost even the preventive 
capacity of pvSychological deterrence, which they still possess today. 
For the United States, if then attacked with atomic weapons, will no 
longer be able to identify the aggressor with certainty and, hence, 
deter the prospective aggressor with the certainty of retaliation. 
When this historic moment comes—as it surely must if the present 
trend is not reversed—the nation state will connote not life and civi¬ 
lization but anarchy and universal destruction. 

It is in the shadow of this grim reality and grimmer prospect that 
the inherent paradoxes of nationalism have taken on a novel urgency, 
threatening to overwhelm the remnants of international order. Bal¬ 
kanization, demoralization, and barbarization on a world-wide scale 
arc the result. 

The age which has seen the nation state become obsolete witnesses 
the emergence of a multitude of new states fashioned from the frag¬ 
ments of the colonial empires. I'he number of sovereign states has 
approximately doubled since the First World War. Many of these 
new states would not have been viable political, military, and eco¬ 
nomic entities even in the heyday of the nation state, deficient as 
they are in the essential prerequisites of nationhood. They could not 
have fed, administered, and defended themselves then, nor can they 
now. The disorder and threats to peace which the dissolution, first, 
of the Turkish and, then, of the Austro-Hungarian and western part 
of the Russian Empires brought in its wake is being spread, in the 
name of nationalism, to ever w'ider areas of Africa and Asia. In our 
age, even the infinitely stronger nation states of Europe are no 
longer viable political, military^ and economic entities, but must 
submit either to the support or the conquest of the two remaining 
nations of the first rank, which are significantly not nation states in 
the traditional sense but continental states. The tragedy of Hungary 
and the collapse of the British and French intervention in Egypt in 
November, 1956, have demonstrated in different ways both the con¬ 
tinuing emotional strength of national aspirations and the political 
and military weakness of the nation state. Is it then reasonable to 
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expect that these new nations, some of them so artificial as to be 
even lacking the ethnic and historic foundations of nationhood, will 
be able to create a viable order among themselves and with their 
more powerful neighbors? 

Only two alternatives appear to be in store for them, perhaps one 
following the other: Balkanization and a new colonialism. The rival¬ 
ries which have beset the successor states to the European empires 
have already appeared among them. Some of the former colonies 
would like to have colonies of their own. The natural resources of 
some continue to make them attractive as colonies for stronger na¬ 
tions who need these resources. Their weakness, necessitating con¬ 
tinuous support from stronger nations, predestines them as pawns in 
the power struggles of the latter. Their attractiveness, coupled with 
w eakness, is thus a standing invitation to conquest, conquest by one 
or the other of them or else from the outside. In any event, the dis¬ 
order which is taking the place of the old order of empire is likely 
to call forth, as it did before in Europe, a new order w hich will be 
again an order of empire. 

It is ironic—and perhaps inevitable—that the great nations of the 
West should actively promote and support this Balkanization of 
much of the world, and it is equally ironic—and certainly not inevi¬ 
table—that they should applaud it. For while they may have no 
choice but to give up their empires, they cannot afford to look with 
indifference, let alone with satisfaction, upon the prospect that dis¬ 
order and violence, exploited by communism, will spread over ever 
wider areas of the globe. Here we encounter on a w'orld-wide scale 
and in the form of anticolonialism that moral perversion which made 
Great Britain congratulate herself upon having helped Hitler to de¬ 
stroy Czechoslovakia in the name of nationalism. 

There was a time when the Western world looked upon empire 
as a respectable and even a noble thing. The libertarian standards 
and aspirations of the West itself gave empire a bad name. It was 
Jeremy Bentham who as far back as 1793 wrote a pamphlet with the 
title, “Emancipate Your Colonies.” And the United States, ever 
mindful of its colonial origins, has throughout its history felt an 
emotional attachment to national and anticolonial movements, even 
though, if there were logic in such historic analogies, its sympathies 
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ought to be today not with the Algerians but with the French co- 
lons, with the British planters and not with the Malayans. 

With characteristic philosophic consistency and lack of political 
judgment, the West has applied the democratic principles of free¬ 
dom and equality to the international scene, transforming them in 
the process from concrete political goals into abstract moral postu¬ 
lates. Yet wherever democracy has succeeded within the nation 
state, it was imbedded in a structured social order from which it re¬ 
ceived its vital strength and to which, in turn, it imparted form and 
direction. 

It is this Western dedication to national freedom, not as a con¬ 
crete political goal but as an eternal verity, which has made the 
West morally and politically helpless in the face of the anricolonial 
onslaught of the age. When Japan swept through Asia, carrying the 
banner of anticolonialism before her, the new colonialism supplanted 
the old with such immediacy and undisguised exploitation and op¬ 
pression as to provide a ready target for the West’s anticolonial in¬ 
dignation. The anticolonialism of the Soviet Union, Communist 
China, and the indigenous peoples of Africa and Asia is different and 
has had a different effect upon the moral consciousness of the West. 

While it is for all of them a tool at the service of concrete politi¬ 
cal goals, used and discarded especially by the Soviet Union and 
Communist China as the occasion rc(juircs, its immediate goal ap¬ 
pears to be national liberation and nothing more. What disorders 
will follow liberation and what new colonialism will follow the dis¬ 
orders is a matter for long-term concern, not for immediate political 
calculation. Furthermore, the colonialism which the Soviet Union 
has practiced in Furope since the end of the Second World War is 
geographically far removed from Africa and Asia, protected from 
immediate recognition by the “salt-water fallacy” which requires that 
a colony, to be recognized as such, be separated from the colonial 
power by some ocean. Finally, in Africa and Asia, as in the Euro¬ 
pean resistance during the Second World War, communism fights 
in the forefront of nationalism, making for the time being little of 
the fact that its nationalism serves the interests of China or the So¬ 
viet Union. Thus in a strange and disquieting transformation, na¬ 
tionalism, the moral principle of the West, becomes the most potent 
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weapon in the arsenal of its enemies; and disarmed before the tri¬ 
umph of its own ideal, the West applauds its own destruction. 

This confrontation of nationalism as an absolute moral principle 
with nationalism as a tool of political power is novel only in its world¬ 
wide dimensions and world-shaking results. The contrast itself, and 
the moral and political dilemma it presents, is as old as nationalism it¬ 
self. The ideologues of the French Revolution, the Frankfort Parlia¬ 
ment of 1848, Mazzini, and Wilson provided the ideas and the moral 
fervor; Napoleon, Cavour, Bismarck, and Clemenceau fashioned the 
political and military tools of victory, harnessing the libertarian im¬ 
pulses of nationalism to the purposes of power, leaving the ideologues 
behind approving or disillusioned but in any event in impotence. Yet 
nationalism, from the French Revolution to the peace settlement of 
1919—however bent to, and distorted by, the purposes of power— 
never completely lost sight of the individual and his freedom of 
choice. When, in violation of this principle, Bismarck expelled in 
1885 thirty thousand Poles who were not German citizens, the prin¬ 
ciple still had sufficient strength to induce the Reichstag to register 
its protest. During that period, nationalism retained its essential dem¬ 
ocratic orientation. The ideal of “one nation, one state” was imple¬ 
mented by the principle of national sclf-detennination which postu¬ 
lated the primacy of individual choice over the political interests of 
governments. As a matter of principle, frontiers were to be deter¬ 
mined by the will of the people not by considerations of political 
and military^ expediency. 

This order of priority has been reversed since the Second World 
War. Not only do the interests of the state now take precedence 
over the will of the people, but the people themselves—their life, 
liberty, and pursuit of happiness—count for nothing if they appear 
to stand in the way of the interests of the state. No longer are na¬ 
tional minorities to be protected against the state; it is now the state 
which must be protected against the minorities. The gulf that sepa¬ 
rates international treaties for the protection of national minorities 
from the deportation and extermination of national minorities and 
whole nations also separates the old libertarian nationalism from the 
totalitarian nationalism of the age. By whatever causes one may ex¬ 
plain this transformation—the political and military use which great 
powers made of small nations and national minorities in the interwar 
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period and during the Second World War; nationalistic universal- 
ism taking the place of the pluralistic nationalism of the nineteenth 
century—its barbarous consequences deny all that nationalism once 
stood for. 

How different that world is from the world our fathers thought 
they lived in! Nationalism, they thought, meant of necessity free¬ 
dom, civilization, and justice; we know now that it can also mean 
slavery, barbarism, and death. Nationalism, they thought, would 
bring of necessity peace and order to the relations among nations; 
we know now that it has brought us disorder and war and threatens 
us with universal destruction. When the excprienccs from which 
that knowledge derives had still to be made, a very wise liberal 
voiced his disillusionment and implied the remedy. “It may l)e said,” 
wrote John Morley in 1874, 

that the very fate of these aspirations has had a blighting effect on public 
enthusiasm and the capacity of feeling it. Not only have most of them now- 
been fulfilled, and so passed from aspiration to actuality, but the results of 
their fulfilment have been so disappointing as to make us wonder whether 
it is really worth while to pray, when to have our prayers granted carries 
the world so very slight a wa\' forw'ard. The Austrian is no longer in Italy; 
the Pope has ceased to be master in Rome; the patriots of Hungary are 
now in possession of their rights, and have become friends of their old 
oppressors; the negro slave has been transformed into an American citizen. 
At home, again, the gods have listened to our vows. Parliament has been 
reformed, and the long-desired mechanical security provided for the 
voter’s freedom. We no longer aspire after all these things, you may say 
because our hopes have been realised and our dreams have come true. It is 
possible that the comparatively prosaic results before our eyes at the end 
of all have throwm a chill over our political imagination. 

“Political imagination” is indeed the key word. If the West can¬ 
not think of something better than nationalism, it may well lose the 
opportunity to think at all. It has been its moral virtue and besetting 
political sin to look at nationalism as though it were a self-sufficient 
political principle and could bring freedom, justice, order, and peace 
simply by being consistently applied. In truth, no political principle 
carries within itself such a force for good. What good and what evil 
it will work depends not only upon its own nature but also upon the 
configurations of interest and power in which and for the sake of 
which it is called upon to act. 
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The West has consistently tended to misunderstand the subtle and 
complex relationships between these configurations and political 
principles. Thereby, it has blunted its political will, its political judg¬ 
ment, and its political imagination. It has failed to see that political 
principles, such as nationalism, must direct, rechannel, even trans¬ 
form these configurations but that they cannot replace them. Yet 
when their work is done, they must themselves be replaced. 

Nationalism has had its day. It was the political principle appro¬ 
priate to the post-feudal and pre-atomic age. For the technology of 
the steam engine, it was indeed in good measure a force for progress. 
In the atomic age, it must make w^ay for a political principle of larger 
dimensions, in tune with the world-w ide configurations of interest 
and powder of the age. 
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Neutrality and Neutralism 

The President of the United States, at his press 
conference of June 6, 1956, had this to say about neutrality and 
neutralism: 

If you are waging peace, you can’t be too particular sometimes about the 
special attitudes that different countries take. We wxrc a young country 
once, and our whole policy for the first hundred years was, or more, 150, 
we were neutral. We constantly asserted we were neutral in the wars of the 
world and wars in Europe and antagonisms. 

Now, today there are certain nations that say they arc neutral. This 
doesn’t necessarily mean what it is so often interpreted to mean, neutral as 
between right and wrong or decency and indecency. 

They arc using the term “neutral” with respect to attachment to mili¬ 
tary alliances. And may 1 point out that 1 cannot .sec that that is always to 
the disadvantage of such a country as ours.... 

So let us not translate this meaning of the word “neutral” as between 
contending military forces, even though the conflict is latent, and neutral 
as between right and wrong.^ 

On June 7 the White House issued the following official statement, 
intended to clarify the President’s remarks: 

Questions have been presented to the White House concerning the ex¬ 
act meaning of expressions in the President’s press conference yesterday 
defending the right of certain nations to a neutral position. He particularly 
referred to neutrality as a refusal to take sides in any military line-up of 
world powers. 

It is obvious that in some countries of the world there are certain ideo¬ 
logical, geographical or other reasons making military alliances impractical. 
Such nations may declare themselves to be neutral, hoping thus to secure 
the support of world opinion against attack from any quarter. Neutralit}* 
docs not mean either disarmament or immunity from attack. We have had 
historical examples of this kind of neutrality for many decades. 

The President believes in the principle of collective security whereby 
the nations associate themselves together for each other’s protection. This 
is the modem and enlightened way of obtaining security.... The President 
does believe that there are specal conditions which justify political neu¬ 
trality but that no nation has the right to be indifferent to the fate of an- 

1 New York Times, June 7,1956, p. 10. 
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other, or, as he put it, to be “neutral as between right and wrong or de¬ 
cency and indecency.”*-^ 

The very same day on which the President of the United States 
sought to elAtify the Muerican attitude toward neutrality and neu¬ 
tralism, the Foreign Minister of France shed light upon the Russian 
position: 

When we insisted on the importance of reunification as the symbol of 
European balance. Monsieur Khrushchev declared that he preferred 20,- 
()()(),000 Germans with him to 70,000,000 against him, even neutralized. 
7'hat does not mean he is against a neutral Ciermany but that he is against 
a Germany neutralized against him.-** 

On June 9, 1956, the Secretarv^ of State of the United States, in 
the address which the President had heralded as “a definite attempt 
to bring this thing down to its realities, to its specifics, so we can all 
understand it,” defined neutrality as the pretense “that a nation can 
best gain safety for itself by being indifferent to the fate of others. 
This has increasingly Ijecome an obsolete conception and, except 
under very exceptional circumstances, it is an immoral and short¬ 
sighted conception.”^ Queried at his press conference of June 12, 
1956, about the relationship between his statement and that of the 
President, the Secretary of State affirmed three times “that there is 
no difference whatever between the President and myself on this 
subject.” Asked about the “very exceptional circumstances” which 
would not render neutrality obsolete, he replied: “Well, the out¬ 
standing example of neutrality is, of course, Switzerland. Switzer¬ 
land has declined to join the United Nations because it recognizes 
that the United Nations Charter is incompatible with strict neu¬ 
trality.”® 

On July 4, 1956, the Vice-President of the United States gave an 
address at Manila, which is reported to have been prepared at the 
White House for use by the President who could not present it in 
person by reason of illness. In this address the Vice-President made 
the following statement about neutralism: 

^ New York Times, June 8,1956, p. 2. 

3 Christian Science Monitor (Boston), June 9,1956, p, 2, 

4 New York Times, June 10,1956, p, 24. 

5June 13, 1956, p. 4, 
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We have heard recently a great deal of discussion of the attitude that 
goes by the name of neutralism. Let us see how it bears on the problem of 
independence. I would feel that generally a nation that rejects the princi¬ 
ples of collective security because it feels its independence will be com¬ 
promised by association with other powers is not reading rightly the trends 
of modern history. It has far more to gain by standing together with free 
nations than by remaining aloof. 

But there may be other reasons for neutralism. Many nations have the 
same principles which wc share in common, and they arc prepared to de¬ 
fend them. Yet they feel that their own internal problems compel them to 
abstain, at least for the moment, from mutual-security pacts and associa¬ 
tions. They wish to devote all their energies to building their own political 
and economic systems. Or they may feel that they arc too geographically 
exposed to risk provoking Communist colonial imperialism. 

We in the United States can understand the attinides of such powers. 
For over a century wc tried to avoid being identified w^irh any of the war¬ 
ring pow’ers blocs of Europe. But wc learned from hard experience that 
policies which worked well in the nineteenth century" were completely 
inadequate in the twentieth. In 1917, we were forced to enter a terrific 
world war. Again in 1941, wc were plunged into the blood bath of the 
Second World War. 

Finally wc learned our lesson. Together with most of the other nations 
of the world, we joined in a world organization designed to promote jus¬ 
tice and iasurc peace. In addition, wc joined regional alliances permitted 
under the charter of the United Nations. We found that the w orld is too 
small today for effective isolation.... 

But there is still another brand of neutralism that makes no moral dis¬ 
tinction between the Conununist world and the free world. With this 
view^point, w''e have no sympathy. How^ can wc feel toward those who treat 
alike nations that believe in (^od and honor, religion and morality, and 
nations that boast of atheism and the rule of force and terror alone? 

How can anyone treat as equals those wdio believe in the dignity of man 
and the basic rights of all men, and those who treat their subjects as mere 
machines? Is democracy to be equated with dictatorship? Is freedom the 
same as tyranny? ... 

I know there are those w^ho feel that friendly neutrality tow’ard the 
Kremlin and Peiping may spare them. But you know the proverb: He 
who sups with the devil, must have a long spoon. The Communists have 
been ruthless toward the people of the nations that they have engulfed. 
They have no memory of former favors, no kindness toward those who 
tried to be friendly. They are cold and calculating masters. Those who feel 
that they can outmancuver them arc taking a fearful risk.** 

July 4,1956, p.2. 
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The Prime Minister of India took exception to Messrs. Nixon’s 
and Dulles’ statements at his press conference of July 7, 1956. 

“I submit for consideration that Mr. Nixon and Mr. Dulles are saying 
something that is opposed to the democratic way of life,” Mr. Nehru de¬ 
clared. “The very basis of democracy,” he said, “is tolerance for differing 
points of view. . . .” He made clear his dislike of the tenn “neutralism” 
which, he said, connoted war and which in peacetime had no real validity. 

“India’s policy could better be explained as one of non-involvement in 
either the Soviet or Western bloc, of eschewing war and seeking peaceful 
settlements to all international problems and of concentrating mainly on 
internal Indian development,” he said.^ 

The Prime Minister of Laos went one better by declaring: “Our 
country has no intention of joining any bloc, even the neutralist 
bloc. . . . Neutrality is more neutral than neutralism.”** 

Confronted with these contradictory statements which are but 
recent examples of a veritable Babel of tongues, the layman will be 
forgiven when he is confused. Yet the professional observer of for¬ 
eign policy must search for the reasons which are responsible for 
these contradictions, and he will find them in certain legal and po¬ 
litical trends which have come to dominate the international scene 
since the end of the First World War. Three such trends are rele¬ 
vant for our investigation: the legal commitment to collective se¬ 
curity, the helplessness of an ever increasing number of nations faced 
with the threat of all-out war within a bipolar system of world 
politics, and the identification of international conflicts with irrecon¬ 
cilable philosophic and moral positions. 

In order to understand the changes brought about by these factors, 
it is first necessary to visualize the legal and political situation which 
existed before these factors appeared on the international scene. 
That legal situation is encompassed by the status of neutrality as 
defined by international law. The political situation is determined 
by the desire of certain nations, for reasons of expediency, to keep 
out of certain wars. 

Neutrality as a status of international law results from the desire 
of a nation not to be involved in a war waged by other nations. 
Therefore, neutrality is essentially a negative status depending upon 

7 Ibid., July 7,1956, p. 1. 

®Economist (London), CLXXX (Sept. 22, 1956), p.968. 
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the existence of definite relations between two nations, which the 
law calls war. Where there is no war in the legal sense of the term 
there can be no neutrality. Hence, the development of neutrality as 
a legal status depends upon the possibility of differentiating clearly 
betw'een peace and war as two distinct situations defined by inter¬ 
national law. 

But neutrality is also a negative status in that the complex of rights 
and obligations wdiich constitute the legal status of neutrality is 
determined less by the neutral, who desires to keep out of war and 
thereby retain the greatest possible freedom of action, than by the 
belligerents, who want to prevent the neutral from joining the other 
side and assure themselves of his support. In the struggle betw^een 
war and neutrality for the delimitation of their respective spheres, 
war is the stronger contestant. 

Neutrality and war are complementary concepts; the more there 
is of the one, the less there is of the other. The rights and obligations 
flowing from the status of neutrality are the result of a balance 
betw^een the interests of the belligerents and the interests of the 
neutrals. The former seek to w^in the WMr by maximizing their ad¬ 
vantages and minimizing those of the enemy. The latter seek to keep 
out of the w'ar without renouncing those activities which they con¬ 
sider essential for the pursuit of their national interests. As long as 
these antagonistic interests are held in balance, international law 
safeguards the legal status of the neutrals. 

Neutrality implies two fundamental obligations on the part of the 
neutral: abstention from interference with the military activities of 
the belligerents and impartiality toward them in their position as 
belligerents. The particular duties these two fundamental obliga¬ 
tions impose on the neutral cannot be deduced from the abstract 
concepts of “abstention” and “impartiality.” They depend exclu¬ 
sively upon the kind of warfare being waged. For the extent to 
which the neutral has to abstain from interference is detennined by 
the extent of the military activities of the belligerents. If the scope 
of warfare is limited, the domain into which the neutral may extend 
his activities without risking involvement in the war will be vast. 
For example, because wars were conducted mainly by hired soldiers 
with the bulk of the population not actively participating in them, 
it was not regarded until the end of the eighteenth century as a vio- 
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lation of the duties of neutrality to assist belligerents with man¬ 
power. When, how ever, the whole population capable of bearing 
arms participated actively in the w^ar, that is, with the introduction 
of universal military service, such assistance became incompatible 
with the legal status of neutrality. 

The same interrelationship between the development of warfare 
and the rules of neutrality applies to the implements of war the 
neutral is allow ed to supply to the belligerents. As long as but a 
small fraction of the economic resources of the belligerents was used 
for military purposes, the neutrals w-ere free to give the belligerents 
all possible material aid. With the mobilization of the total material 
resources of the belligerents, the rules of neutrality w-cre bound to 
change again. iMarerial aid by non-belligerents now' became as de¬ 
cisive an intervention in w'ar as the assistance with manpow'er had 
been since the beginning of the nineteenth century, and therefore 
became incompatible w'ith the status of a neutral. 

Not only the content of the rules of neutrality but also the very 
possibility of remaining neutral depends upon the military-political 
situation in whicfi the neutral finds himself. The neutral pursues a 
double aim: to keep out of w'ar and to pursue his national interests 
with regard to the belligerents and other nations. The interest of the 
belligerents, on the other hand, is only one: to w^in the war. In the 
pursuit of his interests, the neutral may be faced with a dual dilem¬ 
ma: his aim to keep out of w'ar may conflict either with his other 
aim to pursue his national interests vis-a-vis other nations or with the 
belligerents’ aim to w'in the war. 

The dilemma of the belligerents presents itself in much simpler 
terms. The belligerents look at the existence, the interests, and the 
“rights'’ of neutrals only from one angle: in what way are they 
likely to influence the outcome of the war? The position and in¬ 
terests of the neutrals may be respected as far as the belligerents 
believe this respect not to aflFect their mutual position in the war. 
But should a belligerent come to believe that the violation of the 
position or interests of the neutral would be detrimental to the 
enemy or advantageous to himself, he will not hesitate to violate 
them. He w^ill only refrain from doing so if the disadvantages result¬ 
ing from such violation are likely to outweigh the advantages. In 
other words, neutrals owe their status as neutrals to considerations 
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of political expediency on the part of the belligerents, not to the 
latter’s respect for legal principles. And the desire of a nation to 
remain neutral counts for considerably less than objective conditions 
over which it has no control and, more particularly, the interests 
of the belligerents. 

1 lencc, geographic isolation which puts the neutral’s territory 
beyond the reach of military operations has always been—as the 
history of Great Britain, the Scandinavian countries, and the United 
States shows—thc most reliable protection of neutral status. In the 
absence of such protection, a nation can eliminate a motive from 
the belligerents for violating its neutrality by pursuing, with regard 
to their conflicts, a policy of abstention and impartiality and by 
making it at the same time too costly for them to gain advantages 
at the expense of its neutral status. To that end, the neutral must 
make his armed forces a serious factor in the military calculations 
of the belligerents. He must secure the support of other powerful 
neutrals or of one of the belligerents or of both of them in defense 
i\{ his neutrality against violation by either. There exists, then, an 
intimate relationship between the politico-legal status of neutrality 
and the balance of power. 

The period between the Treaty of Westphalia and the First 
World War was the classical period of the balance of power in 
Europe. To the relative stability of the state system—the period of 
the Napoleonic Wars is the main exception—corresponded the rela¬ 
tive security of the status of the neutrals. Wars were localized; the 
economic rights of neutrals were violated only in minor instances, 
their political status remained by and large intact. The First World 
War marks, as general wars have always done, the wholesale vio¬ 
lation of the economic rights of all neutrals and the destruction of 
the political status of tw o of them, Belgium and Greece. The other 
nations which succeeded in remaining neutral owed the preservation 
of their neutrality either to the geographic factor—as did the non- 
ICuropcan and Scandinavian countries as well as Spain—or to military- 
political considerations of expediency—as did the Netherlands and 
Switzerland.*^ 

^ On this point and those iinniediatcly following see Hans J. Morgenthau, “The 
Resurrection of Neutrality,” American Political Science Review, XXXIIl (1939), 
473 ff. 
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With the end of the hirst World War began a new chapter in 
the history of neutrality. Collectiv’^e security challenged neutrality 
as a legal status. The radical transformation which the state system 
underwent weakened the political foundations of neutrality. 

Neutrality as a legal concept assumes the legality of war as an 
instrument of national policy as well as the right of any nation to 
intervene or not to intervene in a war on one side or the other as it 
sees fit. Collective security, on the contrary, derives logically from 
the distinction between lawful and unlawful war and stipulates the 
legal duty for all nations to join the nation waging lawful war. Col¬ 
lective security requires partiality leading to intervention; neutrality 
requires impartiality and abstention. Under collective security, the 
need for assistance of a victim of aggression determines action; under 
neutrality, action is determined by the interests of the individual 
nations. 

It is obvious, then, that neutrality and collective security arc 
mutually exclusive. Collective security, implying the universaliza¬ 
tion of war by virtue of an abstract legal principle, and neutrality, 
seeking the localization of war for reasons of expediency, cannot 
coexist. As it is with war, so it is with collective security in relation 
to neutrality: the more there is of the one, the less there is bound to 
be of the other. Had the Covenant of the League of Nations and the 
Charter of the United Nations established a full-fledged, u^orking 
system of collective security, neutrality would indeed, as has been 
claimed, have been outlawed and become politically inoperative. In 
point of fact, neither the Covenant nor the Charter went so far. 
They embraced the ideal of collective security and left gaping holes 
in its legal fabric. Conversely, they did not kill neutrality but rather 
sentenced it to die, staying indefinitely the execution of the sentence. 

The loophole through which both legal instruments have allowed 
neutrality to escape from execution by collective security is the 
non-automatic nature of enforcement measures. For in so far as a 
nation has the legal right to decide for itself whether and to what 
degree it shall participate in measures of collective security, it has 
also the legal right to substitute for the principle of collective se¬ 
curity any other guide for action more consonant with its national 
interest, such as the principle of neutrality. 
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First of all, Articles 12 and 15 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations, by allowing explicitly resort to war under certain circum¬ 
stances, recognized by implication also the right to remain neutral 
with regard to such a war. Furthermore, the Covenant explicitly 
recognized the right to neutrality with regard to collective military 
measures, Article 16, paragraph 2, making such measures dependent 
upon a mere recommendation by the Council of the League. This 
discretionary nature of military measures, explicit in the text of the 
Covenant, was extended to all collective security measures to be 
taken under the Covenant through the interpretative resolutions 
passed by the Assembly of the League in 1921. These interpretative 
resolutions shifted the locus of decision from the Council to the in¬ 
dividual member states and reduced the Council to a co-ordinating 
agency for the measures taken by the member states through the 
exercise of their own discretion. 

Chapter VII of the (Charter of the United Nations, comprising 
Articles 39 to 51, is the counterpart of Article 16 of the Covenant, 
d hese provisions take a decisive step beyond the Covenant in that 
thev establish the complete authority of the Security Council over 
measures of collective security. Nothing in this system of collective 
security seems to be left to the discretion of the member states. And 
there appears to be no loophole through which the member states 
could escape from collective security into neutrality. Yet while 
indeed the Charter of the United Nations leaves no room for neu¬ 
trality on condition that its system of collective security operates 
as intended, its very operation is contingent upon two conditions 
which restore the discretion of the member states and, through it, 
neutrality as a legal status. 

One of these conditions is laid down in Article 43 of the Charter 
which makes collective military action dependent upon agreements 
to be concluded between the member states and the Security Coun¬ 
cil concerning “the numbers and types of forces, their degree of 
readiness and general location, and the nature of the facilities and 
assistance to be provided.” While Article 43 provides that these 
agreements “shall be negotiated as soon as possible on the initiative 
of the Security Council,” none has been negotiated. In the absence 
of such agreements, the provisions of the Charter concerning col- 
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lective military measures remain a dead letter and the member states 
remain free to decide for themselves whether and to what extent 
they arc to participate in such measures. Their discretion in this 
respect encompasses their right to remain neutral. 7'his discretion is 
implicitly recognized bv Article 106 of the Charter Avhich provides 
that in the absence of the special agreements envisaged by Article 43 
the great powers shall consult with (me another and with other 
member states about collective militarv^ measures to be taken. 

The other condition which goes to the very heart of the collective 
security system of the Charter is Article 27, paragraph 3, stipulat* 
ing that “decisions of the Security Council . . . shall be made by 
an affimiative vote of seven members including the concurring 
votes of the permanent members.’' This provision for a great 
power veto eliminates from the outset any possibility of applying 
the collective security n^easurcs of the Charter against a permanent 
member of the Security Council. With the great powers thus be¬ 
yond the reach of such measures, it remains for the individual nations 
to decide on the basis of expediency whether and to w hat extent 
they want to take measures against a great pow er. Tn other words, 
they have the right to remain neutral. 

The Security Council is then capable of applying collective se¬ 
curity measures only against nations of the second or third rank, 
that is, those which are not among its permanent members. This, 
however, is not likely to happen as long as the great powers are 
pitted against each other in fierce, interconnected, and w^orld-en- 
compassing competitions for power. Under such circumstances, col¬ 
lective security measures executed against any nation of the second 
or third rank are bound to affect the respective power positions of 
some or all of the great powers, and those who stand to lose 
through the application of such measures will use their discretion 
to interpose a veto against them. The result for the member states 
is again freedom of action, which includes neutrality. 

This interpretation of the Charter is borne out by the legal situ¬ 
ation w hich ar(Lsc w hen the United Nations instituted in 1950 col¬ 
lective security measures against North Korea and Communist 
China. The Security Council was able to discharge its functions 
only so long as the Soviet Union, because of its temporary absence, 
was unable to veto the collective security measures the other mem- 
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bcrs had agreed upon. With the return of the Soviet Union to the 
Security (>>iincil, the General Assembly was called upon to carry 
the burden of organizing the collective action of the United Nations. 
The functions of the General Assembly with regard to measures of 
collective security are limited by Articles 10 and 18 of the Charter 
to making recommendations to the member states by a two-thirds 
majority. Thus again the freedom of action of the member states 
and, with it, the right to remain neutral are preserved. This legal 
situation has not been affected by the “Uniting for Peace” resolution 
of November, 1950, seeking to strengthen the General Assembly as 
the principal agency for the co-ordination of collective measures. 

This legal compatibility of neutrality with collective security, as 
conceived by the Covenant and the Charter, was demonstrated by 
the manner in which the legal provisions were put to the test of 
actual performance in terms of military measures. The attack of 
North Korea against South Korea on June 25, 1950, joined by Com¬ 
munist China in November of the same year, was a clear-cut case 
of aggression. Collective security would have required that all mem¬ 
bers of the United Nations come to the aid of South Korea as the 
\'ictim of that aggression. In view of the nature and the military 
consequences of the aggression, this aid, to be effective, could only 
have taken the form of the dispatch of armed forces to the battle- 
front. Yet of the sixty members of the United Nations, only sixteen 
sent armed forces of any kind. The others—among them nations 
with military capabilities, such as Argentina, Brazil, Czechoslovakia, 
India, Mexico, Poland—remained neutral in that they abstained from 
active participation in the war on either side. 

The survival of neutrality under the aegis of collective security is 
also attested to by the fact that by no means all wars which have 
occurred during that period became general wars, as they should 
have if no nation had remained neutral with regard to it. The very 
incidence of local wars, such as the Chaco War, the Italo-Ethiopian 
War, the Sino-Japanese War, the Russo-Finnish War, the Israeli- 
Arab War, demonstrate the incidence of neutrality. In the autumn 
of 1956 the government of the United States declared that it did not 
intend to participate in a w^ar wdiich might break out between some 
users of the Suez Canal and Egypt, that is, it intended to remain 
neutral. And even during so general a war as the Second World 
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War, some nations remained neutral, and their neutrality was uni¬ 
versally respected.^® 

What has made neutrality problematical in the contemporary 
world is not so much the new international law of collective security 
as a novel political and military situation. The rationale of neutrality 
has always been the desire to keep out of w ay without having to 
forsake one's national interests. The realization of this dual objec¬ 
tive has always depended upon the operations of the balance of 
power. A nation of the second or third rank has a chance to pre¬ 
serve its neutrality vis-a-vis the great powers only if an approxi¬ 
mately equal distribution of power among the latter deters all of 
them from violating it. The history of Belgian and Swiss neutrality 
bears out this relationship between neutrality and the balance of 
power. Switzerland, in particular, owed the preservation of her 
neutrality in the two world wars to the fortuitous conditions of the 
military balance of power, effectively supported, it is true, by the 
consistent Swiss policy of abstention.’^ 

Neutrality, being a function of the balance of power, partakes of 
the latter’s precarious and unstable nature. Thus when the Covenant 
of the League seemed to offer an automatic and, hence, reliable 
alternative to the balance of power, the small nations were among 
the most fervent supporters of collective security. Yet this support 
involved them in an insoluble contradiction. Collective security, if 
it could be made to work, provides the best hope for the avoidance 
of war. Yet it could not be made to work without the active support 
of all nations, big and small; in order to make collective security a 
success, those nations whose survival depends upon remaining neu¬ 
tral in case of war must cease being neutral in order to avoid war. 
Yet if collective security should fail to deter a prospective aggressor, 
the commitment to collective security would expose the nations of 
the second and third rank to the very risks which their support of 
collective security was intended to avoid. 

The small nations tried to reconcile these two positions by inaxi- 

also Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics mnong Nations (2d ed.; New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, 1954), pp. 274 ff., 388 ff. 

On Swiss neutrality see Hans J. Morgenthau, “The End of Switzerland’s 
Differential Neutrality,” American Journal of International Law, XXXII (1938), 
558 ff. 
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niizing the protective eflFects of collective security for themselves 
and at the same time minimizing their own commitments to it. Thus 
in 1920 and 1921, the Scandinavian countries suggested that certain 
nations which, by fully participating in the measures provided for 
by Article 16 of the Covenant, would be exposed to grave dangers 
on account of their geographic and economic situation, be exempted 
from the rigorous application of this article. The same countries 
were in 1935-36 among the strongest supporters of League of Na¬ 
tions sanctions against Italy, the main burden of which, for military 
and geographic reasons, would have had to be borne by others. 

1 he failure of these sanctions ended the League experiment in 
collective security. The collective security of the League was the 
institutional manifestation of Anglo-French military and political 
supremacy in Europe. It was under the umbrella of that supremacy 
that the small European nations sought, and believed to have found, 
protection. I'he overwhelming military power with which Great 
Britain and France emerged from the First World War signified the 
end of the European balance of power on which the neutrality of 
the small European nations had rested. Its heritage was taken over 
by the collective security of the League of Nations. Membership in 
the League seemed to guarantee those nations military protection 
superior to that which the balance of power would have afforded 
them. When Italy succeeded in defying the collective security of 
the League, she also demonstrated at the very least the unreliability, 
if not the disappearance, of Anglo-French supremacy in Europe. 
The small nations found themselves again face to face wdth a number 
of great powers of comparable strength, competing for power and 
openly following the counsels of expediency. The restoration of the 
balance of power called forth the traditional reaction of the small 
nations: neutrality. 

After withdrawal from the League had been seriously discussed 
in some of the small European nations, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, 
Norway, Sweden, the Netherlands, Spain, and Switzerland, in a 
number of joint and several declarations, canceled for all practical 
purposes the obligations under Article 16 of the Covenant. While 
the League of Nations took fonnal cognizance of the restoration of 
the neutrality of Switzerland only, there can be no doubt that what 
the so-called traditional European neutrals had declared for them- 
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selves held equally true, regardless of legal theories and pretenses, 
for all nations, big and small: they would act in the face of war 
according to their interests as they saw them, to intervene or to 
remain neutral as they saw fit. 

Thus the small European nations fell back upon the traditional 
safeguards of neutrality: rearmament and isolation. They tried to 
buttress the latter by regional understandings, such as the Scandi¬ 
navian Rules of Neutrality of JMay 27, 1938, and the Convention of 
the Baltic States of November 18, 1938. They debated, but did nut 
act upon, the idea of a “Third Europe,” an organization of all na¬ 
tions who wanted to stay out of the approaching Second World 
War. This idea called for collective action on the part of the mem¬ 
bers of the organization for the purpose of preventing the outbreak 
of such a war and, if it should break out, of protecting their neu¬ 
trality. The feasibility of this proposal depended upon two non¬ 
existent conditions: a community of interests transcending the mere 
negative desire to stay out of the next general w^ar and a concentra¬ 
tion of power comparable to that w hich might threaten the neu¬ 
trality of a member nation. 

The members of the League, thus returning from the world of 
collective security to that of the balance of powder, did not return to 
the same world they had left in 1919. The distribution of pow cr that 
existed on the eve of the Second W^orld War w as not identical w ith 
the one that existed at the end of the First. It show cd three tenden¬ 
cies which decisively impaired the protection which neutrality used 
to afford. 

While in 1919 the distribution of power favored Great Britain 
and France, inducing the small European nations to seek their pro¬ 
tection within a system of collective security, on the eve of the 
Second World War military and political power had almost as 
decisively shifted to the Axis powers. They had come to occupy a 
quasi-hegemonic position in central Europe. Furthermore, the fate 
of Austria and Czechoslovakia had shown that Great Britain and 
France could no longer be counted upon, even if they w ere still 
able, to take military risks in defense of the neutral status of small 
nations. Thus each of the three courses of action available to the 
traditional neutrals appeared equally unsatisfactory. They could 
follow the shift of power and join the Axis, thereby not only giving 
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up their ncutnility but also risking the loss of their national identity; 
they could join Great Britain and France, thereby running mortal 
risks without gaining additional protection; they could retreat in 
the impartial and abstemious isolation befitting a neutral, thereby 
running the same mortal risks bur w ith the outside chance of being 
spared destruction and conquest. 

Second, the technology of warfare had progressed to a point at 
w hich the protection of geographic location was largely eliminated. 
Fuithermorc, these technological developments greatly widened the 
gap separating the powers of the first rank fiom the others. Lacking 
the industrial basis for a modern w ar machine, the traditional neu¬ 
trals had lost the military means w ith which to deter aggression by 
great powers. 

Finally, the rise of totalitarian imperialism, already foreshadowed 
in the international policies of the Soviet Union in the tw^enties, 
added a new dimension to international politics, hostile to neutrality. 
'l\) nations that consider themselves the repositories of universal 
truths which it is their historic mission to bring to the rest of hu¬ 
manity, the impartial aloofness of the neutrals becomes intolerable 
indifTerence, if not treason. In the contest between truth and false¬ 
hood, good and evil, neutrality appears to the crusading nations 
tantamount to passive hostility to be fought by all means fair or 
foul. What point can there be in the traditional impartiality and 
abstention of the neutral w hen subversion becomes one of the fore¬ 
most weapons in the arsenal of nations, when races, classes, and 
parties fight on the domestic political plane the battle of nations? 

I'he political and military developments following the Second 
World War have accentuated these tendencies, destructive of neu¬ 
trality. 'Fhe disparity of strength between the great powers and the 
other nations has developed into a bipolar political system in which 
there aie only two nations of the first rank, separated l)y a gulf of 
unprecedented dimensions from all the other nations. The increase 
in the destructiveness of modern w^eapons needs but to be mentioned 
in order to show the utter impossibility for any nation not possessing 
them to deter another nation from their use. 

These developments have been aggravated by the political context 
within which they have occurred: the Cold War. The political re¬ 
lationship called the Cold War signifies the absence of peace be- 
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tween the tw o blocs in that there has been no moral and legal agree¬ 
ment upon their relationships and, more particularly, upon the 
boundaries between them. Rather these political relationships are the 
result of the provisional de facto settlement established at the end 
of the Second World War primarily on military grounds. It is char¬ 
acteristic of tiie Cold War that both sides refuse to consider this 
settlement as either permanent or legitimate and try to change it in 
their favor by all means short of w ar. I'hus psychological warfare, 
intervening directly in the domestic affairs of other nations through 
subversion, propaganda, and foreign aid, has become a major under¬ 
taking of the active contenders. 

The effects of these developments upon neutrality as a viable legal 
and political status are of course beyond doubt. General w^ar is 
bound to w’ipe out the distinction between belligerents and neutrals. 
Before the atomic fall-out and bacteriological contamination all 
men and nations, big and small, neutrals and belligerents, arc equal. 
The Cold War has made many nations of the second and third rank 
the main bone of contention. Under these conditions they have no 
chance to remain neutral cither in a “cold” or “hot” w^ar since it is 
their fate, decided by others, to belong to one or the other bloc. 

However, the effects of these developments in terms of policy 
have been both contradictory and ambivalent. l\vo periods have 
followed each other, not dissimilar to those that followed the First 
World War: one characterized by the virtual disappearance of neu¬ 
trality as the objective of policy; the other, by attempts at its re¬ 
vival. Yet during the first period some nations gave the appearance 
of holding both positions at the same time, w anting simultaneously 
to be neutral and not to be neutral, to reap the benefits both of 
neutrality and of association wdth a great power. While both objec¬ 
tives cannot be attained simultaneously, the former is not attainable 
at all. Out of this conflict between desire and reality rises the first 
type of neutralism: the impotent striving for neutrality. 

This period covers roughly the first decade following the Second 
World War. It was characterized by the tendency of the bipolar 
system to transform itself into a two-bloc system. That is to say, 
the two centers of first-rate powder remaining in the world exerted 
an irresistible attraction upon most of the other nations to the point 
of complete identification with one or the other of these superpow- 
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crs. The result was what might be called “bipolar collective secu¬ 
rity.” Most nations of the ^\^orld, instead of banding all together for 
mutual protection as the ideal of collective security would have re¬ 
quired, huddled around one or the other of the superpowers, expect¬ 
ing and receiving their protection. Only a few nations, of which 
India is the outstanding example, u ere able during that period to 
resist that attraction of the two superpowers and to decline align¬ 
ment with either side. 

lliis development resulted from the drastic decline in the viability 
of all nations except the two superpowers in consequence of the 
Second World War. During that period, none of the European na¬ 
tions found within itself the political, military, and economic re¬ 
sources for survival. Thus the nations of western Europe had to lean 
for support upon the United States, w hile the eastern European na¬ 
tions fell victim to Russian conquest. 

To this general factor must be added a specific one w'hich ap¬ 
plies, in varying degrees, only to the nations outside the Soviet orbit. 
'Ehese nations found in the atomic monopoly of the United States 
the main protection against the threat of Soviet imperialism. I'he in¬ 
tensity of this type of identification with the United States varied 
with the intensity with which the Soviet threat was experienced by 
different nations at different times. It reached its peak in the period 
between the coup d’etat in Czechoslovakia and the end of the 
Korean War, having its main impact in w estern Europe. 

Those were the objective conditions under which most nations 
had to exist, and their policy of identifying themselves with one or 
the other of the superpow^ers followed inevitably from them. Yet 
these conditions and policies were not accepted enthusiastically or 
even willingly by most of these nations. Nations w^ho but recently 
had either been great powers or had at least been able to choose 
their allies could hardly welcome the force of circumstances which 
left them no choice. Thus, while they had to accept for the time 
being the dire necessity of identifying themselves with one or the 
other superpower, they hoped to be again able to pursue an inde¬ 
pendent foreign policy. 

That hope had to remain inarticulate in the members of the So¬ 
viet bloc. In the West it was articulated in different rationalizations 
whose uniform aim was to conceal the fact of dependence and to 
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make it appear as though the nation concerned still had freedom of 
choice. Thus a nation might insist upon enjoying the prestige of a 
great pou cr in terms of participation in international conferences, 
a position of eminence in international organizations, and the like. 
Or a nation, might engage in a public debate about alternative for¬ 
eign policies, asserting its ability and, if need be, resolution to choose 
one of them. Or a nation might indulge in Anglophobia, Franco- 
phobia, or anti-Americanism, thus proving to itself and to others— 
primarily, however, to itself—its continuing independence. 

These manifestations of escapism were politically irrelevant as long 
as the objective conditions of world politics made it impracticable to 
follow them up with actual policies. As such, they called for sym¬ 
pathy and understanding rather than for moral condemnation. They 
are of immediate political concern onl\' in so far as they find oppor¬ 
tunities for political action. For they reveal a state of mind longing 
for such an opportunity. 

It is the characteristic of the second period in which wc find our¬ 
selves at present that new developments have made it possible at 
least for some nations to translate into actual policy this desire to 
escape identification with one or the other of the two superpowers. 
In other words, neutrality is no longer a daydream expressing itself 
in neurotic symptoms but has again become the possible objective of 
rational policy. Consequently, neutralism has taken on a new' signif¬ 
icance as a foreign policy seeking avoidance of a consistent align¬ 
ment w ith either bloc. The trend of the bipolar system to transform 
itself into a two-bloc system has been arrested and reversed. Centrif¬ 
ugal tendencies counteract the magnetic attraction wiiioli the two 
major power centers exerted during the first decade following the 
Second World War. Nations of the second and third rank tend to 
move tow^ard the outer confines of the two spheres of influence 
dominated by the superpow ers and not only look longingly bcyT^nd 
these confines but also have started to pursue policies without re¬ 
gard to the preferences of the superpowers. Four factors are in the 
main responsible for this new trend. 

First, many^ of the nations who had to join one of the superpowers 
for sheer .sake of survival have regained much of their economic 
strength and political stability. For them to remain w'ithin the orbit 
of one of these powers has again become in good measure a matter 
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of expediency, of choice rather than of necessity. This is true in 
particular of West Gemiany and Japan. Only in the Soviet bloc, as 
the experience of Poland and Hungary has shown, necessity still 
reigns. 

Second, the distribution of military power in the world has been 
drastically altered by the emergence of the Soviet Union as an atom¬ 
ic power comparable to the United States. The American monopoly 
of atomic weapons has been replaced by an atomic balance of power 
which amounts to an atomic stalemate. With the American and Rus¬ 
sian stockpiles canceling each other out, American atomic power 
has lost its protective function for the allies of the United States. 
While there is today, as has been pointed out above, no safety from 
atomic destruction for any nation, the risk is increased almost to the 
point of certainty for nations which arc closely allied with one or 
the other of the superpowers. Or, to put it the other way around, 
there may be a somewhat better chance for a nation not so allied to 
escape atomic destruction than for one that is. 

Third, the need for American military protection appears to be 
further diminished by the “new' look’’ of Russian foreign policy. 
The Soviet Union, minimizing the expansionist tendencies of com¬ 
munism and stressing instead the mutual benefits to be derived from 
cultural, economic, and technological exchanges as well as from dis¬ 
armament, creates an additional incentive for the allies of the United 
States to minimize their military and political commitments. 

Fourth, such contnutments may well appear as a positive handi¬ 
cap in vieu' of the Russian promise of such benefits. For in so far as 
the United States and the Soviet Union are willing to compete in 
terms of economic assistance, a nation may well expect to maximize 
such assistance Ijy placing itself uncommitted between the two com¬ 
petitors. What more can such a nation hope for than to have the best 
of both worlds without belonging to either? 

This type of neutralism which, as a matter of policy, seeks, at the 
very least, to minimize a nation’s identification with either bloc and 
may aim at an uncommitted position betw^een both, is in its eco¬ 
nomic aspects nothing but a matter of calculated self-interest. Its suc¬ 
cess w ill depend both upon the bargaining strength of the neutralist 
nations and the policies of the superpowers. Burma, Egypt, Finland, 
India, Indonesia, and Yugoslavia have followed this course with dif- 
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fcrcnt degrees of success; others are likely to follow their example, 
their success again depending upon the distribution of powxr and the 
quality of the policies pursued. 

This type of neutralism is similar in its political purpose to the at¬ 
tempt to revive neutrality on the eve of the Second World War. It 
is bom of the recognition that to keep out of war is for all nations no 
longer merely a question of expediency but of survival. It is impossible 
not to be skeptical about its chances of success. Iceland might have 
increased her chances to escape atomic destruction by embarking 
upon a neutralist policy. But how many other nations arc in a simi¬ 
larly favorable geographic position? And it may well be argued that 
salvation for all nations, big and small, lies in the prevention of an 
atomic war, not in staying neutral once it has broken out. 

The prevention of such a war, however, depends upon the con¬ 
tinuation of the atomic stalemate which, in turn, recpiircs a maximum 
of military strength on cither side. To the extent that a nation shift¬ 
ing from an allied into a neutral position decreases the military 
strength of one side, without a compensating decrease on the other, 
the atomic balance of power is altered to the advantage of the latter 
and the chance for the outbreak of an atomic war is thereby in¬ 
creased. By pursuing such a course, a nation may well in the short 
run increase its security, w hile it contributes to the destruction of 
the very foundations upon which its security ultimately rests. 

This argument may not be good for all nations in all circum¬ 
stances, as Ireland, Sweden, Spain, and Switzerland proved in the 
Second World War. Yet, as a matter of principle, the futility of 
neutrality under the conditions of modern warfare seems to be 
borne out by the fate which befell the small European nations which 
tried to stay out of the Second World War by pursuing a neutralist 
policy. Thus the paradox seems to be inescapable that under con¬ 
temporary conditions a nation serves the purpose of neutrality, 
which is to stay out of war, by giving up neutrality in order to pre¬ 
vent war from breaking out. 

These doubts about the political wisdom of a policy of neutrality 
apply also to what may be called the grand design of both the es¬ 
capist and the political type of neutralism: the idea of a “third 
force.” Such a third force, composed of all or some European na¬ 
tions or members of the so-called Asian-African bloc, has been visu- 
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alized as being poised in independence between the two superpowers 
and forming a bridge between them, taking Britain’s place as the 
“balancer” in the world balance of power, thereby mitigating inter¬ 
national conflict and contributing to the preservation of peace. It 
was first forcibly and brilliantly expressed in 1946 by General de 
Gaulle. It has since then been brf)ached time and again by spokesmen 
for both kinds of neutralism. It partakes, however, of their fatal 
weakness: it is incapable of realization in the contemporary world. 

For such a third force to be an effective instrument of restraint in 
the uT)rld balance of power, its members must, first of all, have per¬ 
manent vital interests in con\mon which enable them to act in unison 
on the political scene. Yet there is nothing but anticolonialism which 
unites the members of the so-called Asian-African bloc, and the na¬ 
tions of w estern Europe are united by their common opposition to 
Sox'iet imperialism only. Some of these nations have been able to act 
in unison with regard to a specific political problem. I'hey have 
proved incapable of common political action on a permanent basis. 
Cases in point are the political impotence and military disintegration 
of NATO, the failure of all attempts at the political unification of 
Europe, the political emptiness of the Declaration of Bandung of 
April, 1955, and the political inconclusiveness of the meeting of 
Nasser, Nehru, and Tito in July, 1956. Yet even if such permanent 
common interests existed, they could not be supported by the power 
necessary to transform them into common policies.^- 

7'hc third typical manifestation of neutralism is of an entirely dif¬ 
ferent kind. It is not primarily concerned with the political and 
military struggle between East and West, but rather wdth the iden¬ 
tification of that struggle wdth irreconcilably hostile philosophic and 
moral positions. It refuses to see the East-West struggle in terms of 
a struggle between right and wrong, good and evil and, hence, to be 
drawn into a “crusade” to extirpate evil on either side. In other 
words, when it comes to passing moral judgments upon either of the 
hostile political philosophies, social systems, and the policies pur¬ 
sued by them, a nation which is neutralist in this sense at the very 

52 The best analysis of diis and the following type of neutralism is R. A. 
Scalapino, “Neutralism in Asia,” American Political Science Review, XLVIIT 
(1954), 49 ff. 
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least refuses to let its moral judgment influence its political attitudes 
and decisions. 

This type of neutralism can, but docs not need to, coincide with 
the desire, characteristic of the other wo types, to keep out of, or 
leave, a military bloc. While a nation \\ Inch espouses the latter types 
is likely also to be in sympathy with the former—India is a case in 
point—the reverse is not necessarily true. Quite to the contrary, 
the refusal to identify political and military judgments with moral 
ones, to subordinate the foinier to the latter, and to transform the 
political and military struggle into a world-w ide crusade is indeed 
the prevailing governmental and popular attitude on this side of the 
Iron Curtain, even among the staunchest allies of the United States. 
This important fact is being obscured only b\' the vociferous and 
prominent criticism to w hich moral neutralism is from time to time 
exposed. 

This criticism revives on the level of practical politics the contro¬ 
versy between utopianism and realism w hich has been one of the 
great issues of Western political philosophy since Machiavelli and 
w hich some of us thought had been settled once and for all, at least 
on that level of practical politics. This criticism takes the utopian 
side in assuming that the actions of nations tow ard each other must 
be judged by abstract moral principles, w hilc realism secs in the na¬ 
tional interest the standard by w hich such action must be judged. 
In the former view^ a nation wdiose foreign policy docs not reflect 
the ideal of international solidarity in terms of collective security is 
subject to moral reprobation, and so is a nation from whose foreign 
policy implacable hostility to the Communist philosophy and way 
of life is absent. 

This criticism is untenable both on moral and political grounds. 
We have dealt with the philosophic merits of this position elsc- 
w^here^^ and limit ourselves here to four observations specifically 
relevant to the issue under discussion. 

First, nations like to invoke abstract moral principles in justifica¬ 
tion of their position and in condemnation of those of their adver¬ 
saries, but they act, as they must, in view of their interests as they 
see them. No nation has risked its existence or even its interests for 
the ideal of collective security, but all nations have, as has been 

Cf. Morgenthau, [Politics ar/zong Nations, pp. 3 if., and pp. 75 ff. above. 
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shown above, been guided in their support of measures of collective 
security by their respective interests. Some nations have at times 
talked as though they were willing to risk everything for the sake 
of wiping communism off the face of the earth, but during four 
decades of Communist rule there has been no nation actually willing 
to take such a risk for its moral convictions. 

The invocation of abstract moral principles in foreign policy, 
then, performs the typical function of a political ideology, masking 
with the veil of morality the true nature of the interests and policies 
pursued. What this criticism of neutralism conceals is an immature 
approach to foreign policy which some of us hoped we had out¬ 
grown. We are impatient and disappointed with other nations who 
dare look at the world from the vantage point of their interests and 
not ours. Yet since we like to think that what we stand for is what 
all good men must stand for and that what we are doing is what the 
moral law requires of all men, we arc shocked and morally outraged 
at the spectacle of nations who stand for different ideals and act in 
different ways. In a mature, realistic view of foreign policy which 
assumes the paramountcy of the national interest, this is as it must 
be. Given their different positions in the world and their different 
interests, there is nothing surprising in, say, India’s not ispeaking and 
acting like the United States. It w^ould indeed be surprising if it were 
otherwise. 

Second, this criticism of moral neutralism is also politically imma¬ 
ture in its assumption that a nation is necessarily the stronger and 
the more successful in foreign policy the more nations support it 
without qualification. This assumption may or may not be correct. 
It had at least the appearance of correctness as long as the bipolar 
system of world politics seemed to move inextricably toward a two- 
bloc system. A case could then have been made for a policy of max¬ 
imizing membership in one’s own bloc and minimizing that of the 
other. However, a case could even then have been made, and must 
now be made emphatically when the trend toward a two-bloc sys¬ 
tem is being reversed, in favor of the proposition that uncommitted 
nations, by virtue of their being uncommitted, are able to perform a 
vital function for the individual nations as well as for the community 
of nations as channels of communication, sources of information, 
and mediators. 
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Tliird, the critical approach to moral ncutralisnA is morally and 
politically unconvincing when it makes foreign policy the test of 
anticommunism. How does this test account for the following facts: 
Communist Yugoslavia has been both neutralist internationally and 
anti-Stalinist domestically; pro-Russian Egypt and neutralist India 
have suppressed their Communist parties with unsurpassed fierce¬ 
ness; non-neutralist France and Italy harbor powerful and unmo¬ 
lested Communist parties? Is India to be condemned on moral 
grounds for combining a neutralist foreign policy with an anti-Com- 
munist domestic policy, and is France worthy of moral praise for 
combining a non-neutralist foreign policy with toleration of domes¬ 
tic communism? And how is one to fashion a sensible foreign policy 
guided by such moral judgments? Must one treat all these nations 
as equally unreliable partners and prospective enemies, since none of 
them is consistently anti-Communist in its policies? And must one 
overlook the fact that to be anti-Communist means in terms of for¬ 
eign policy to be anti-Russian and anti-Chinese, an attitude which, in 
view’ of their respective interests, some nations can afford to take 
without limitation, others only up to a certain point, and others not 
at all? Must we condemn a nation of the latter type for not being 
able to do what wc think it ought to do, thus doing our part in 
making sure that if such a nation should take sides it wil] not take 
ours? There must be something essentially wrong with a moral phi¬ 
losophy wdiich finds itself caught in such absurdities. 

What is essentially wrong with it—and this is the fourth observa¬ 
tion we wish to offer—is the confusion between the sphere of private 
moral judgment and the realm of public action. Every man has the 
right and the duty to judge others, as he must himself, by a moral 
yardstick. Yet for him to act toward others as he Judges them would 
be intellectually impertinent, morally repugnant, and impractical; 
for such action would leave out of account the limitations of moral 
judgment, the moral imperfection of human action, and the conse¬ 
quences, liable to be destructive of moral values, of action guided by 
nothing but an abstract moral judgment. 

What is true of individuals applies by the same token to nations. 
There is something intellectually, morally, and politically prepos¬ 
terous in a nation’s meting out with divine assurance moral praise 
and blame among the nations of the world. Such a nation is oblivi- 
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ous of the corruption to which moral judgment on matters political 
is particularly prone. It is also oblivious of the narrow limits within 
which nations, by virtue of the conditions under which they must 
live, are able to comply with abstract moral standards. Finally, and 
most importantly, it is oblivious of the responsibility for its own in¬ 
terests and survival, a responsibility which nobody else will dis¬ 
charge if it does not. The moral commitment to anticommunism as 
the standard by which to judge the foreign policy of nations is likely 
to have supremely immoral consequences. For the anti-Communist 
crusade as an instrument of foreign policy is likely to destroy all 
nations. Communist and anti-Communist alike. 
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If an event in the physical world contradicts 
scientific forecasts and thus challenges the assumptions on which the 
forecasts have been based, it is the natural reaction of scientific in¬ 
quiry to re-examine the assumptions and attempt to reconcile scien¬ 
tific theory and empirical facts. The social sciences do not al¬ 
ways react in that w^ay. They have an inveterate tendency to stick 
to their assumptions and to suffer constant defeat from experience 
rather than to change their assumptions in the light of contradicting 
facts. This resistance to change is uppermost in the history of inter¬ 
national law. None of the schemes and devices by tvhich great hu¬ 
manitarians and shrewd politicians endeavored to reorganize the 
relations between states on the basis of law' has stood the trial of his¬ 
tory. instead of asking whether the devices w^ere adequate to the 
problems which they were supposed to solve, it w^as the general atti¬ 
tude of the internationalists to take the appropriateness of the de¬ 
vices for granted and to blame the facts for the failure. When the 
facts behave otherwise than w e have predicted, they seem to say, 
too bad for the facts. Not unlike the sorcerers of primitive ages, 
they attempt to exorcise social evils by the indefatigable repetition 
of magic formulas. As the League of Nations w-as a failure, let us 
have another League. As the first and second peace conferences of 
the Hague did not succeed, let us have a third one. As arbitration 
never settled a political conflict which otherw ise w^ould have led to 
war, let us have more arbitration for the prevention of war. As the 
last disarmament conference was a waste of intellect and time, why 
not convoke another disarmament conference? 

It is a strange paradox that the lay public has observed a much 
more skeptical and realistic, therefore scientific, attitude toward in¬ 
ternational law than the science of international law itself. The lay¬ 
men were much quicker to recognize the gap betw^een the rules of 
international law^ as represented by science, and the rules of interna¬ 
tional law' as they exist in actual experience. The collapse, on the eve 
of the Second World War, of the hopes which the interwar period 
had placed on international law altogether destroyed public confi- 
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dence in a science which, unmoved by what experience may show, 
invariably follows its preconceived pattern.’ This breakdown im¬ 
plied the practical refutation of the ideas which had determined the 
development of international law since the last decades of the nine¬ 
teenth century. Hence, the science of international law has since 
been confronted with the alternative of maintaining the traditional 
pattern of assumptions, concepts, and devices in spite of the teach¬ 
ings of history, or of revising tliis pattern and trying to reconcile the 
science of international law and its subject matter, that is, the rules 
of international law as they arc actually applied. It ought to be obvi¬ 
ous that only the latter way leads to theoretically correct and prac¬ 
tically useful results. Yet that re-examination and revision has to 
overcome the methodological assumptions with which the tradi¬ 
tional science of international law starts. I'hesc assumptions are em¬ 
bodied in the positivist doctrine of law. 

Positivist philosophy restricts the object of scientific knowledge 
to matters than can be verified by observation and thus excludes 
from its domain all matters of an a priori, metaphysical nature. Legal 
positivism traasfers this delimitation into the legal sphere. The legal 
positivist delimits the subject matter of his research in a dual way. 
On the one hand, he proposes to deal exclusively w ith matters legal, 
and for this purpose strictly separates the legal sphere from ethics 
and mores as well as psychology and sociology. Hence, his legalism. 
On the other hand, he restricts his attention within the legal sphere 
to the legal rules enacted by the state and excludes all law whose 
existence cannot be traced to the statute books or the decisions of 
the courts. Hence, his statist monism. This “positive” law the posi¬ 
tivist accepts as it is, without passing judgment upon its ethical value 
or questioning its practical appropriateness. Hence, his agnosticism. 
The positivist cherishes the belief that the “positive” law is a logi¬ 
cally coherent system which virtually contains, and through a mere 
process of logical deduction will actually produce, all rules neces¬ 
sary for the decision of all possible cases. Hence, his system worship 
and dogmatic conceptualism. 

1 Professor Quincy Wright could report in 1930 (Research in International 
Law since the War [Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International 
Peace, 1930], p. 25): “Of the twenty jurists with whom the writer has corre¬ 
sponded, only two betrayed a note of pessimism at the prospects, and that in both 
cases was qualified.*’ 
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The historic importance of the positivist school of jurisprudence 
for the science of law was fourfold. First, positivism accepted the 
breakdown of the great metaphysical systems of the eighteenth and 
the early nineteenth centuries and the resulting decadence of meta¬ 
physical jurisprudence as an established fact. It endeavored to save 
the scientific character of jurisprudence by eliminating from it all 
metaphysical elements, thus separating it from the discredited doc¬ 
trines of natural law. In the second place, positivism recognized that 
the subject matter of jurisprudence was the law and nothing but the 
law, and that neither non-legal subjects nor non-lcgal considerations 
could have any place in it. Furthermore, legal positivism learned 
from the positivist movement in philosophy and the natural sciences 
that scientific objectivity is dependent upon an object intelligible in 
experience, and a method aimed at knowledge, not at evaluation. Fi¬ 
nally, the great legal codifications of the European continental 
countries and the Anglo-American statutory law found in positivism 
a technique of interpretation and presentation. This technique ful¬ 
filled its purpose satisfactorily as long as the social and political phi¬ 
losophy of the statutes, either directly expressed by them or indi¬ 
rectly derived from them by way of logical deduction, was sufficient 
to meet the economic and social needs as well as the political de¬ 
mands and ethical requirements of a given society at a given histori¬ 
cal moment. 

To be sure, this correspondence between the statutes and the 
standards of society has never existed completely; even under static 
conditions there will always be a marginal sphere where the mere 
logical subsumption of a given case under statutory law would vio¬ 
late the standards of society. In order to satisfy the positivist as¬ 
sumptions of the logical completeness of the legal order and at the 
same time meet the standards of society, these standards had first 
to be read into the statutes from which they then appeared to have 
been derived by a mere logical process. Through the back door of 
pseudo-logical interpretation the outlawed company of natural law 
and extra-legal value judgments re-entered the legal system. This 
kind of pseudo-logical legerdemain became the predominant inter¬ 
pretative technique of legal positivism in the period of its decadence. 
In the last decades of the nineteenth century the standards of society 
departed farther and farther from the economic, social, political, 
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and ethical assumptions from which the systems of statutory law 
had started.- Hence, the positivists were compelled to resort to a 
series of pseudo-logical makeshifts in order to maintain the fiction of 
legal self-sufficiency, on which positivist jurisprudence had founded 
its theoretical system. 

From three sides this fiction was, and still is, under attack. From 
one side, sociological and realist jurisprudence, inspired partly and 
indirectly by the original sociological positivism of Comte, does 
away with the artificial barriers by which positivism has separated 
the legal sphere from tlie whole domain of the social sciences to 
which it actually belongs. Thus it destroys the positivist assumptions 
together with the positivist conclusions. From another side, the neo¬ 
positivism of Kelsen’s pure theory of law maintains the basic as¬ 
sumptions of positivism but undertakes to achieve the positivist ends 
by purifying the legal science from all material, non-legal elements, 
thus eliminating the subject matter of positivist crypto-metaphysics. 

Several schools of revived natural law, as well as the politico-ideo¬ 
logical power of totalitarianism, joined in this dual scientific attack. 
Totalitarianism ostracized positivist jurisprudence as a manifestation 
of liberal decadence in Germany and Italy, where the domination of 
legal thought by positivism has been at rimes almost undisputed and 
where positivism has exerted its most far-reaching and fertile influ¬ 
ence on the development of the legal science. Deprived of its tradi¬ 
tional strongholds by political suppression and undermined by 
scientific criticism, positivism lost its dominant influence in modern 
legal thought. 

In international law, unlike the other branches of legal science, 
positivism is still a determining influence. Ever since the turn of the 
century, internationalists have started with positivist assumptions, 
have followed the positivist method, and have professed adherence 
to the principles of positivism. Neither the opposition of natural law, 
nor Kelsen’s neopositivist criticism, nor, finally, the rather implicit 
criticism of legal sociologists has been able to affect the predomi¬ 
nance of positivist thought over the science of international law.® The 

2 An excellent analysis of this development is to be found in Julien Bonnecase*s 
histor)’^ of the French “Ecole de TExegese,” La pensee juridique frangatse de 1804 
d Pheure presente (Bordeaux: Delnias, 1933), Vol. I. 

3 H. Lauterpacht, in Private Law Sources and Analogies of International Law 
(London; Longmans, Green & Co., 1927), p. 27, n. 5, and p. 58, n. 7; L. Oppen- 
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International Court of justice still follows the time-honored pseudo- 
logical method of traditional positivism which prevailed in the do¬ 
mestic courts at the turn of the century. The annals of this highest 
international tribunal record no instance of a lawvcr, like Brandeis 
in Muller v. Oregon^^ daring to break through the network of posi¬ 
tivist formulas, nor of anv majority opinion which would not have 
clung, on a very high level of technical perfection, to the traditional 
pattern of positivist argumentation. When Judge Hudson looks for 
a realistic decision with respect to international law, he has to turn 
to the Court of Appeals of the State of New York."'* Compared to 
municipal law, international law is in a retarded stage of scientific 
development. 

The collapse of the international law of Geneva, when for the first 
time its fictions were confronted with the stark reality, meant of ne¬ 
cessity the breakdown of the science which had been its ideological 
reflection. The post-World War I science of international lav\' 
shared the short-lived and delusive splendor of its political master, 
and then shared with him the final detection of their common sham 
existence as well as the resulting disrepute. The helplessness of the 
science of international law in the face of those dangers, its very un¬ 
awareness of them, its sincere self-deception as to its scientific char¬ 
acter, are perhaps the gravest indictments which can be brought 
against the scientific value of the positivist doctrine of international 


heim and H. Lauterpacht, International Law (8th ed.; London: Loi\gn\ans, 
Green & Co., 1955), I, 106 ff., defends the opinion that positivism no longer 
dominates the science of international law but has been replaced by a new 
doctrine of moderate natural law. It is difficult to share this opinion. Natural 
law and the science of international law have in common only that they overstep 
the limits of ex{>cricnce. However, one would do injustice to the great meta¬ 
physical systems of natural law by identifying them with the science of inter¬ 
national law. Whereas Suarez and Grotius were fully aware of the aprioristic, 
metaphysical character of their propositions and had good philosophical reasons 
for adhering to them, the positivist science of international law helplessly con¬ 
fuses reality and imagination, wish and fact, because it does no longer possess 
the scientific means of distinguishing between them. 

4 208 U.S. 412 (1908). An excellent appraisal of the theoretical importance of 
this case is to be found in Felix Frankfurter, “Hours of Labor and Realism in 
Constitutional Law,” Harvard Law Review, XXIX (1916), 353. 

® See the reference to Cardozo’s opinion in Techt v. Hughes, 229 N.Y. 222, 241 
(1920) in Manley O. Hudson, “International Law in the Twentieth Century,” 
Cornell Law Quarterly, X (1925), 435, n. 75. 
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law. The failure of the post-World War 1 science of international 
law is not due to accidental circumstances; it grows out of the very 
assumptions and methods which have led legal positivism to defeat 
in the domestic field. Yet, in the international field the disastrous 
consequences of the genuine weakness of the positivist doctrine arc 
magnified by the absence of the conditions which in the domestic 
domain made legal positivism at least a temporary and apparent 
success. 

Legal positivism starts with the assumption that its subject matter 
is to be found exclusively in the written law of the state. Only the 
rules of law, and all the rules of law which statutes and court deci¬ 
sions present as such, arc the material with which the positivist doc¬ 
trine has to deal. The criterion of the existence, that is, the validity 
of a legal rule, is, then, its incorporation into the written law of the 
state. This criterion for the validity of legal rules means, if trans¬ 
ferred to the international field, that the only valid rules of interna¬ 
tional law arc those that are revealed by the decisions of courts and 
international treaties duly ratified and not formally revoked. Yet 
this concept is at once confronted with two problems for which the 
positivist doctrine of international law has no solution. On the one 
hand, all rules embodied in written documents are not valid interna¬ 
tional law, and, on the other hand, there are valid rules of interna¬ 
tional law other than the rules embodied in written documents. The 
positivist formula as applied to international law is at once too nar¬ 
row and too broad. 

The science of international law has not developed a criterion to 
distinguish, in an objective way, between seemingly and actually 
valid rules of international law. “One can assert that nine-tenths of 
the traditional doctrines of international law are not actual interna¬ 
tional law,” said Professor Georg Jellinek as far back as 1905.® 
Declared Professor Oppenheim a few years later: 

It is also indispensable that the science should free itself from the tyranny 
of phrases. As things are, there is scarcely a doctrine of the law of nations 
which is wholly free from the tyranny of phrases. . . . Any one who is in 
touch with the application of international law in diplomatic practice hears 
from statesmen every day the complaint that books put forth fanciful doc¬ 
trines instead of the actual rules of law. Now it is often not difficult to 
push the irrelevant to one side and to extract what is legally essential from 

® Syste7n der subjektiven dffentlichen Rechte (Tubingen, 1905), p. 321. 
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the waste of phrase-ridden discourse. But there arc entire areas in which 
the tyranny of phrases so turns the head that rules which absolutely never 
were rules of law are represented as such."^ 

“On no subject of human interest, except theology,” said John 
Chipnian Gray at about the same time, “has there been so much 
loose writing and nebulous speculations as on international law.”^ 

If these statements were true in the first decade of the century, the 
development of the post-World War 1 science of international law 
only added to their significance. The Covenant of the League of 
Nations, for instance, was a duly ratified document which was never 
repealed. But was it ever valid international law as a whole? If not, 
which provisions never had the quality of valid legal rules and which 
ones lost this quality in the course of the gradual collapse of the in¬ 
stitution of Geneva? No treatise of the law of nations offers any 
general criterion to answer these questions, nor do the concrete an¬ 
swers given with reference to the actual validity of Article 16 of the 
Covenant reveal any such underlying objective criterion. The abso¬ 
lute denial of any validity, the assertion of a so-called de facto re¬ 
vision, and the defense of full validity, are advanced side by side. 
Similar problems arose with respect to the Briand-Kellogg Pact and 
the peace treaties of 1919, as well as to other political treaties, such 
as the Pact of the Little Entente, alliance treaties, the concepts of 
aggression, independence, intervention, government, and so forth. 
These provisions are embodied in written documents which were 
duly ratified and never invalidated. Have they ever been valid law 
from the beginning, and what has become of them in the years of 
their violation? Are they still valid? If they are not, what destroyed 
their validity? These are questions which the interpreter of domes¬ 
tic statutes, subject to a rational process of validation and invalida¬ 
tion, is not likely to be asked, and hence the positivist doctrine of 
international law, following the pattern of domestic positivism, has 
nothing with which to answer them.*^ 

7L. Oppcnheiin, The Future of International Law (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1921; first in German, 1911), pp. 58, 59; see also L. Oppenheim, “Tlie Science of 
International Law,’' American Journal of International Law, II (1908), 315, 334. 

8 The Nature and Sources of the Law (New York: Macmillan Co., 1921; 1st 
cd., 1909), p. 127. 

® This absence of any scientific test for the validity of the rules of international 
law is responsible for the perplexity into which some of the foremost representa- 
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The basic assumption of legal positivism that its exclusive subject 
matter is the written law of the state leads legal science not only to 
the inclusion of alleged legal rules which no longer have or never 
have had legal validity, but also to the exclusion of undoubtedly valid 
rules of law. Positivist jurisprudence, starting with the axiom of legal 
self-sufficiency, separates the law from the other normative spheres, 
that is, ethics and mores, on the one hand, and from the social sphere, 
comprehending the psychological, political, and economic fields, on 
the other hand. By doing so, positivism severs the actual relations 
between the law and the other branches of the normative and social 
sphere. It proceeds on the assumption that the law, as it really is, can 
be understood without the normative and social context in which it 
actually stands. From the application of this assumption to interna¬ 
tional law there results a threefold delimitation of legal research, con¬ 
trary to the exigencies of reality, and hence a threefold misconcep¬ 
tion of what international law really is. 

1. The normative sphere, comprehending the totality of rules 
governing a given society, is one whole with regard to the basic pre¬ 
cepts it contains. Although there may be in a given society particu¬ 
lar legal rules which contradict particular ethical rules or mores, and 
vice versa, the main bulk of basic ideals to be realized, of ends to be 
achieved, and of interests to be protected, is generally the same in 
the different branches of a given normative order. Law, ethics, and 


rives of the international law of Geneva fell in the interwar period. Professor 
Georges Scelle, who had founded a whole system of “positive” international law 
upon “international solidarity/' “intcniational federalism,” and like “social facts,” 
in 1937 arrived at the conclusion that there is no such thing as international law 
at all. “II n’y a plus en Euro|:>e dc droit des gens,” he wrote in the Journal des 
nations, No. 1665 (Feb. 28 and Mar. 1, 1937). “II n’y a plus des traites.” “The 
conclusion seems unescapable,” said Professor Alfred Zimmem (“The Decline 
of International Standards,” Intemaiional Affairs, XVII [1938], 12), “that posi¬ 
tive international law, so called, has no claim to the name of law.” (See also Al¬ 
fred Zimmem, The League of Natiotis and the Rule of Law, 1918-1935 [London: 
Macmillan & Co., 1936], p. 94.) These scholars, who never cared for such “ab¬ 
stract” problems as criteria of the validity of a rule of law, fell from one error 
into the other. First, they accepted the assumed validity of post-World War I 
international law without question; then, since it had become obvious that the 
main bulk of this so-called international law never was valid law at all, they 
identified this product of their imagination with the main bulk of pre-World 
War I international law, which today is as valid as it has ever been, and declared 
that international law simply does not exist. 
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mores support each other in the pursuit of these aims. Legal rules 
refer to ethics and mores for the determination of their meaning and 
vice versa. The guiding influence, however, as to the ideals, ends, 
and interests to be pursued by the norms under which a given soci¬ 
ety lives, emanates from the ethical sphere. From it law and mores 
receive the fundamental distinctions between the good and the bad, 
the ends to be advanced and the ends to be opposed, the interests to 
be protected and the interests to be repudiated. At the foundation of 
any legal system there lies a body of principles which incorporate the 
guiding ideas of justice and order to be expounded by the rules of 
law. The intelligibility of any legal system depends upon the recog¬ 
nition of such a set of fundamental principles which constitute the 
ethical substance of the legal system and shed their illuminating 
light upon each particular rule of law. 

This recognition is relatively easy in the domestic field where 
the constitution codifies the main bulk of those fundamental prin¬ 
ciples and a highly integrated public opinion provides supplemen¬ 
tary moral guidance. The task is much more difficult with respect 
to international law. Here no such integrated body of principles 
exists separate from the rules of law. Some of those principles may 
be only partly expressed in these rules; others may not be ex¬ 
pressed at all and hence have to be detected, in a dangerously un¬ 
certain procedure, in the general moral ideas underlying the inter¬ 
national law of a certain time, a certain civilization, or even a certain 
nation. Yet the successful search for these principles is as essential 
for the scientific understanding of international law as for the un¬ 
derstanding of any legal system. 

Legal positivism is unable to grant this recognition; for at its 
basis there is the hostility to all matters metaphysical, that is, those 
which cannot be ascertained by actual observation. Since non-legal 
rules have generally entered the horizon of the p)sitivist jurist as 
metaphysical rules of natural law, the positivist is inclined to iden¬ 
tify natural law and ethics as such and to repudiate both as meta¬ 
physics. However, to exclude a priori a certain subject matter from 
scientific research by calling it metaphysical, instead of examining 
actual experience, is to blind one’s self to a preconceived idea origi¬ 
nating not in experience but in mere reasoning and thus to do vio¬ 
lence to the facts. Hence, the f>ositivist concept of the normative 
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sphere itself reveals a metaphysical attitude, a kind of negative meta¬ 
physics which plainly contradicts the very assumptions of a positive 
science. 

Yet positivism has never been quite able to live up to its legalistic 
and antimetaphysical assumptions. The very nature of its subject 
matter has compelled it time and again to violate its own assump¬ 
tions and make use of fundamental principles not revealed by “posi- 
tivc'^ law. In order to give at least apparent satisfaction to these 
assumptions, positivism dares to make use of such principles only 
under the disguise of positivist concepts, and therefore develops a 
fictitious method which tries by pseudo-logical arguments to derive 
from “positive,” that is, written rules of international law^ something 
that those rules do nor contain. The interminable and quite sterile 
discussions on the foundation of the binding force of international 
law are evidence of this word-juggling, since this is a problem which, 
as defined in the positivist terms of mutual consent and the like, is 
contradictory in itself, and hence insoluble wfithin the framework of 
positivism. The foundation of the binding force of “positive” law 
can logically be found, not in this “positive” law itself, but only out¬ 
side it. Another example is the problem of sovereignty as defined 
and solved by positivism. Here again a fundamental principle which, 
by its very nature, cannot be derived from “positive” law, but from 
which “positive” law itself rather derives its meaning, is to be dealt 
with as if it were a rule of “positive” international law. It is because 
of these helpless attempts to reconcile its legalistic assumptions with 
actual legal experience that the positivist doctrine of international 
law is bound to misrepresent the reality of international law and fail 
to do justice to its actual content, 

2. The rules of international law need to be interpreted not only 
in the light of the ideals and ethico-legal principles on which they 
are based but also within the sociological context of economic in¬ 
terests, social tensions, and aspirations for power, which are the mo¬ 
tivating forces in the international field and which give rise to the 
factual situations to be regulated by international law. The correct¬ 
ness of this postulate for the interpretation of municipal law is today 
self-evident. Nobody would try to interpret social legislation without 
reference to the conflicting social interests to be evaluated and the 
social relations to be settled. Nobody would endeavor to grasp the 
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legal meaning of economic legislation without making economic in¬ 
terests and conflicts part of the reasoning. Even where the reference 
to the underlying economic and social forces and relations is not al¬ 
ways explicit, as in the field of contracts, the sociological context is 
nevertheless always referred to by implication. It is only because of 
the highly typical and familiar character of the factual situations and 
their social and economic significance, w hich are completely and 
adequately expressed in the legal rules, that the mere reference to 
those legal rules implies the consideration of the social and economic 
factors basic to them. 

It was, historically, the most disastrous error of positivism to mis¬ 
understand completely this implicit reference to the sociological 
context w hich every legal rule contains. This error can be traced 
to the tradition of the pandectists, who had in the Roman law 
the classical model of a highly typified legal system w hich expressed 
with perfect appropriateness the fundamental interests and relation¬ 
ships arising from the social activities of men. So perfectly was this 
sociological context represented in the abstractions of the Roman 
law' that the pandectists w'ere only too prone to forget its very ex¬ 
istence and to deal w ith those abstractions as though they w ere inde¬ 
pendent logical entities. So did the positivists, both in the municipal 
and international fields. 

This methodological error was of minor importance w hen the 
legal concepts w ere true abstractions from the interests and relations 
which they were supposed to regulate. When, however, those legal 
rules w^ere applied to interests and relations to which some of them 
referred only partly, others not at all, that methodological error w as 
bound to have a disastrous influence upon the scientific value of 
positivist jurisprudence. In the domestic field, it became instrumen¬ 
tal in distorting legal reality and creating that positivist conceptual¬ 
ism with which a decadent legal science attempted to adapt the old 
legal rules to new' economic and social needs while, at the same 
time, maintaining the fictitious assumption that the written law al¬ 
ready contained logically all the rules necessary for the solution of 
those new problems. Thus juridical pseudo-logic became the artifi¬ 
cial makeshift by w'hich a static law could be reconciled with a 
dynamic social reality. 

In the international field, the methodological error of neglecting 
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the sociological context of international law led to even worse con¬ 
sequences. In the domestic field, the correspondence between legal 
concepts and sociological context was at least a temporary fact, and 
within this limit the neglect of the sociological context and the as¬ 
sumption of the self-sufficiency of the written law could be justified. 
In the most important branches of international law this correspond¬ 
ence has never, and could never have, existed. The sociological re¬ 
lationships underlying those branches of international law arc char¬ 
acterized by their individual, atypical nature. A political situation in 
the international field is not likely to repeat itself exactly since the 
variety of factors of which it is composed makes for an indefinite 
number of possible combinations. Hence, only a strictly individual¬ 
ized rule of law will be adequate to it. International law provides 
partly for such individualized rules by restricting the application of 
a rule to one individual case and leaving the regulation of similar 
future cases to new legislative efforts. Peace treaties are instances of 
such individualized rules of international law. 

In part, however, international law does maintain the form of the 
general, typical rule of law and depends on the interpretation of the 
rule to provide the flexible meaning which the ever changing socio¬ 
logical context requires. All political treaties wdiich arc intent upon 
establishing permanent rights and duties betw^cen the contracting 
parties arc of this kind. The same generally and typically worded 
text may imply quite different rules, according to the political func¬ 
tion which it is supposed to fulfil. Thus one is able, for instance, to 
distinguish three different periods in the history of the treaties of 
Locarno. Those three periods are characterized by three significant 
changes in the normative content of the rules, resulting from changes 
in the political context, although the wording of the rules remained 
unchanged. The Covenant of the League of Nations as a whole as 
well as particular provisions, for instance Article 16 , were subjected 
to similar modifications as a result of factual sociological develop¬ 
ments and not of legislative changes. 

The same phenomenon occurs not only in temporary succession 
but also under contemporaneous yet different sociological condi¬ 
tions. The identical text of an arbitration treaty or non-aggression 
pact may have quite different legal meanings, according to the po¬ 
litical situation existing between different contracting parties. Fa cn 
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one and the same legal rule, as, for instance, Article 16 of the Cove¬ 
nant, lends itself to different interpretations with respect to nations 
living under different political conditions. 

The positivist doctrine of international law has ignored this 
particular relationship between the rules of international law and 
their sociological context. Positivism transplanted schematically the 
highly refined positivist method of formalist and conceptualist in¬ 
terpretation of municipal law into the domain of international law. 
This method developed under, and was justified by, the specific do¬ 
mestic conditions of a temporarily stabilized society where there 
was little tension between law and sociological context but almost 
complete rationalization and representation of the sociological con¬ 
text within the concepts of positive law. Schematically applied to a 
law and a society of a distinctly different nature, this method was 
bound to produce entirely inadequate results. Where the experience 
of international law showed that an individual situation required an 
individual interpretation of the legal rule, the positivist method 
could not fail to disregard all individual aspects of the factual situa¬ 
tion and concentrate upon the general wording of the legal rule 
which, by virtue of its logical self-sufficiency, w^as supposed to con¬ 
tain all elements necessary for its understanding; and to this the 
sociological context could contribute nothing. An arbitration treaty 
which submitted all conflicts between the contracting parties to in¬ 
ternational tribunals was a legal document that revealed its legal 
significance through its text, i.e., another step toward the establish¬ 
ment of an international order based upon respect for law. Whether 
the treaty was concluded between Switzerland and Uruguay, or 
Denmark, Sweden, and Norw^ay, or Great Britain and France, or 
Germany and Poland in 1925, 1935, or 1939—these were “political” 
considerations, irrelevant and lying beyond the scope of positivist 
interpretation. 

3. The positivist doctrine, by recognizing as international law 
only the rules enforced by slates, excludes from the domain of in¬ 
ternational law all rules whose validity cannot be traced to written 
official documents. On the other hand, the positivist doctrine cannot 
deny that such rules, such as many rules of general international 
law, actually exist. Confronted with the embarrassing dilemma of 
violating its own statist assumptions or of disregarding an obvious 
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part of legal experience, the positivist doctrine has taken refuge in a 
concept which has become a veritable panacea for its theoretical 
troubles. We are referring to the concept of customary law, which 
has served for the traditional doctrine of international law as a kind 
of collective designation for all the rules of international law the 
origin of which cannot directly be traced to written sources. 1 have 
pointed to the insurmountable theoretical difficulties of explaining 
the existence of a so-called customary law elsewhere,^® and this is 
not the place to resume the discussion. It is sufficient to state that 
the reconciliation which the positivist doctrine is able to establish 
between its monist, legalistic assumptions and the existence of a so- 
called customary law is merely apparent. In order to save these as¬ 
sumptions as well as those facts, it resorts to a series of fictions, like 
tacit consent, recognition, judicial admission, and so forth, which 
indirectly endeavor to attribute the existence of the so-called cus¬ 
tomary rules of international law to the legislative will of states. 

The fundamental weakness of the positivist doctrine of interna¬ 
tional law lies in its inadequacy to understand international law as it 
really is. Unfaithful to its own assumptions, it contains at the same 
time more and less than the actual rules of international law, which 
it furthermore submits to subjective evaluation in the light of ethical 
and political principles of assumedly universal, yet doubtful, valid¬ 
ity. A truly scientific theory of international law must avoid these 
mistakes in order to come closer to reality. It seems to be a logical 
choice to call such a theory by the name of realist. There are, how¬ 
ever, two objections to this choice. On the one hand, the increasing 
disrepute of the traditional doctrine of international law has led 
many practitioners of this doctrine to demonstrate their closeness to 
the reality of international law by calling themselves “realists.”^^ This 
misuse has deprived the term of its distinctive character. On the 
other hand, realism has become a collective designation for several 

La realite des nomies (Paris: Alcan, 1934), p. 89. 

See, for instance, Erich Kaufmann, Recueil des Corns de VAcademie de la 
Haye, LIV (1935), 319, 320; Georges Scelle, ibid,, XLVI (1933), 691; Alfred 
Verdross, ibid,, XXX (1929), 277; Louis Le Fur, in Revue de Droit International, 
XVII (1936), 7—authors who have certainly not very much in common be¬ 
sides the claim of being “realists.” Cf. also Roscoe Pound, An Introduction to 
the Philosophy of Law (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1937), p. 145, ac¬ 
cording to whom A. V. Lundstedt calls Pound, Kelscn, and Duguit “realists”! 
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tendencies in modern jurisprudence, all aiming at replacing, by dif¬ 
ferent means, the fictitious legalism of traditional jurisprudence with 
a conception nearer to the realities of the law. All these tendencies 
have this in common: they do not regard the legal rules as definitely 
determined bv their legislative or judicial formulation but search for 
the psychological, social, political, and economic forces which de¬ 
termine the actual content and operation of legal rules and which, 
in turn, are determined by them. In other words, their scientific goal 
is to formulate uniform functional relationships between those forces 
and the legal rules. Hence, “realist” jurisprudence is, in truth, “func¬ 
tional” jurisprudence. 

The legacy uhich positivism has left to the science of interna¬ 
tional law consists in the task of comprehending the international 
law of a given time as standing in a dual functional relationship with 
the social forces of this time. On the one hand, international law is 
the function of the civilization in which it originates, that is, of the 
regulative ideas laid down in the ethics and mores of this civilization, 
of the political, economic, and general social forces prevailing in it, 
and, finally, of the specific psychological factors manifesting them¬ 
selves in the individuals determining it. On the other hand, interna¬ 
tional law is a social mechanism working toward certain ends within 
this same civilization which, in turn, becomes a function of this 
same international law. By systematizing the rules of a given inter¬ 
national law in terms of this dual functional relationship between 
rules and social forces, the functional theory will achieve a real sci¬ 
entific understanding of the legal rules which positivism even at its 
best was able to describe and systematize only according to super¬ 
ficial legalistic criteria. 

Six important consequences for a functional theory of interna¬ 
tional law can be drawn from this recognition of the functional 
relationship between social forces and international law. 

I. A functional theory of international law must start with the 
recognition of the particularly intimate nature of this relationship. 
In the domestic field, legal rules can be imposed by the group which 
holds the monopoly of organized physical force, that is, the officials 
of the state. The international sphere is characterized by the ab¬ 
sence of such a group. International law owes its existence to iden¬ 
tical or complementary interests of nations, backed by power as a last 
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resort or, where such identical interests do not exist, to a balance of 
power which prevents a nation from breaking these rules of interna¬ 
tional law. Where there is neither community of interests nor bal¬ 
ance of power, there is no international law. Whereas domestic law 
may originate in the arbitrary will of the lawmaking agencies of the 
state, international law is usually the result of objective social forces. 
When, in the international field, an arbitrary lawmaking power tries 
to impose rules supported neither by common interests nor by a 
balance of power, these rules never become valid law or gain only 
ephemeral existence and scant efficacy; the history of some of the 
rules embodied in the Treaty of Versailles and the Covenant of the 
League of Nations provides a striking example. 

It is also due to this intimate relationship between social forces 
and legal rules that in the international field fundamental changes of 
the social forces and, hence, of the legal rules follow each other at 
frequent intervals and in an abrupt, often violent manner. In the 
domestic field the regulative social force dominating all others is the 
state. It has developed not only an overwhelming power apparatus 
but also highly refined mechanisms of legislative and judicial read¬ 
justment, which lead the social forces into certain channels w'ithout 
disrupting the legal and social continuity. The state selects in au¬ 
thoritative decisions the social forces to be recognized by the law. 
It decides to what extent the existing legal rules shall yield to chang¬ 
ing conditions, to what extent they shall resist them, and in w-hat 
ways they shall try to transform them. In the international field the 
authoritative decision is replaced by the free interplay of political 
and military forces. This makes a gradual readjustment of the law to 
changing social conditions extremely difficult. Any fundamental 
change of the social forces underlying a system of international law 
of necessity creates in the prospective beneficiaries of the change the 
desire to bring about a corresponding change of the legal rules, where¬ 
as the beneficiaries of the legal status quo will resist any change of the 
old order. Here a competitive contest for powder will determine the 
victorious social forces, and the change of the existing legal order 
will be decided, not through a legal procedure provided for by this 
same legal order, but through a conflagration of conflicting social 
forces which challenge the legal order as a whole. 

Where such a conflict between social forces and the rules of law 
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exists, the character and function of the whole legal order undergo 
a transformation. We have proposed to call this relationship by the 
name of “tension” and have dealt with its legal consequences else- 
where.^2 

II. This recognition of the peculiar relationship between social 
forces and rules of international law provides the clue for restating, 
in functional terms, the criteria for the validity of international law. 
A rule of international law does not, as positivism was prone to be¬ 
lieve, receive its validity from its enactment into a legal instrument, 
such as an international treaty. There are rules of international law 
which are valid although not enacted in such legal instruments, and 
there are rules of international law which are not valid although en¬ 
acted in such instruments. Enactment, therefore, is no objective cri¬ 
terion for the alleged validity of a rule of international law. A rule, 
be it legal, moral, or conventional, is valid when its violation is likely 
to be followed by an unfavorable reaction, that is, a sanction against 
its violator. An alleged rule, the violation of which is not followed 
by such a sanction, is a mere idea, a wish, a suggestion, but not a 
valid rule. An alleged rule of international law against the violation 
of w^hich no state reacts, or is likely to react, is proved, by this very 
absence of probable reaction, not to be a valid rule of international 
law'. The gradual invalidation of the territorial provisions of the 
Treaty of Versailles and of most articles of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, by violation and non-intervention of sanctions 
against these violations, provides experimental proof of the correct¬ 
ness of this concept of validity. 

How, then, are wx to know beforehand when such sanctions arc 
likely to intervene on behalf of a violated norm and w^hen not, and, 
hence, how' can the science of international law determine which 
norms are valid and w hich are not? The consideration of the func¬ 
tional factor wall give the answer. 

1. The commonest and simplest test for the validity of an alleged 
rule of international law is this: nation A has, in the past, requested 

12 On the theory of international “tensions” see Hans J. Morgenthau, La notion 
du politique'' et la theorie des differends intemationaux (Paris: Sirey, 1933), pp. 
37 ff. ThLs theory has been discussed in detail by Jean Ray, in Annales sociolo- 
giques, Ser. C, No. 1 (1935), pp. 163 IT. Cf. also Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics 
among Nations (2d ed.; New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1954), pp. 404ff. 
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nation B to perform certain actions corresponding to the rule, and 
nation B, in turn, has requested nation A to perform certain actions 
corresponding to the same or another rule. Where these identical or 
complementary interests in the mutual observance of these rules did 
not suffice to guarantee the actual observance, both nations were will¬ 
ing to enforce compliance with the rule by protest, reprisal, or mili¬ 
tary action. Where there was, in the past, a recognized identical or 
complementary interest in a certain action on the part of two or 
more nations, together with the willingness to enforce this action, 
there exists the likelihood that the same sanctions for the sake of the 
same interests will also be performed in the future. Respect for the 
status of diplomatic representatives has been, in the past, an interest 
recognized and guaranteed with sanctions by all nations; therefore, 
the forecast is justified that nations will follow the same course of 
action in the future. 

The enactment of rules corresponding to such interests in inter¬ 
national treaties may indicate the permanent nature of those inter¬ 
ests, but this is an assumption which needs support from the facts and 
which can be disproved by them. Another indication of the per¬ 
manence of such interests is their sublimation into moral principles, 
which pretend universal validity and endeavor to give certain inter¬ 
ests of exceptional importance a justification superior to that which 
they could derive from the law. 

2. The situation, however, is not always so simple. Three possible 
situations present themselves for examination. 

a) Identical or complementary interests survive the willingness to 
enforce the actions corresponding to them. The provisions of the 
treaties of Locarno were the function of identical and complemen¬ 
tary interests of the contracting parties. When Germany violated 
these treaties by remilitarizing the Rhineland, the interests of the 
signatories in the demilitarization survived their willingness to en¬ 
force an attitude corresponding to their interests, and thus the re¬ 
spective rules of international law lost their validity. 

b) The willingness to enforce certain actions corresponding to 
identical or complementary interests survives the interests them¬ 
selves. From the outset the provisions of the Treaty of Versailles 
establishing the German-Polish frontier did not correspond to the in¬ 
terests of either nation. These provisions were observed for a period 
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of twenty years because there existed a balance of power between 
both nations and their respective allies, which prevented either of 
them from violating the law. 

c) The interests and the vdllingness to enforce the actions corre¬ 
sponding to them disappear altogether. In this category belong the 
Franco-Riissian alliance, the Pact of the Little Entente, the political 
provisions of the Covenant of the l.eague of Nations, and numerous 
provisions of the peace treaties of 1919. 

What does the analysis of these cases show with regard to the va¬ 
lidity of international law? In the cases (a) and (c) the rules of in¬ 
ternational law become invalid according to the functional concept 
of validity because no longer docs there exist a likelihood of sanc¬ 
tions being performed, should those rules be violated. In case (b) 
the validity of the rules depends upon a balance of power, which 
may be stable for a certain time and then suddenly become unstable. 
All cases have this in common: they make forecasts as to the 
likelihood of sanctions extremely uncertain. The enactment of the 
rules in international treaties is here of no avail and, as our examples 
have shown, is rather misleading. Their conformity with moral prin¬ 
ciples is scarcely more illuminating because of the difficulty men¬ 
tioned above of ascertaining the exact content of such principles. 

Where the functional relationship between social forces and inter¬ 
national law is in a state of transition from (1) to one of the situ¬ 
ations under (2) the development may stop at an intermediate point 
between (1), on the one hand, and {2a) and (c)^ on the other; 
proceed to (2/?); or, finally, come to an end at {2a) or {c). Here, 
the validity of the respective rules of international law is, so to speak, 
in suspense and may be either maintained or destroyed. With respect 
to such rules the science of international law becomes a system of 
guesses, enjoying a greater or lesser chance of being proved true 
according to the factual development of the functional relationship 
between the social forces and the rules of international law. 

III. It follows from this analysis that there exist two obviously 
different types of international law, one founded upon permanent 
and stable interests, the other based upon the temporary and fluctu¬ 
ating interests of nations. This differentiation is not only of funda¬ 
mental importance for the understanding of the validity of interna¬ 
tional law; it leads to still more far-reaching consequences as to the 
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subject matter, the methods, and the scientific character of the sci¬ 
ence of international law. One might even say that it leads to the 
recognition of two different sciences of international law which deal 
with different subject matters and require different methods of re¬ 
search and systematization. 

I'he main bulk of the concepts and principles of international law 
has been derived from municipal civil law. These concepts and prin¬ 
ciples have been developed within a legal system characterized by 
the extraordinary stability of the interests underlying it. Hence, its 
application is, of necessity, restricted to legal systems based upon 
equally stable interests. In the intcniational field such stable inter¬ 
ests exist, for instance, with respect to diplomatic privileges, terri¬ 
torial jurisdiction, extradition, wide fields of maritime law^ arbitral 
procedure, and so forth. This is the classical field of traditional in¬ 
ternational law as it has gradually developed in the practice of nations 
since the sixteenth century. We propose to call these rules non¬ 
political international law, originating in the permanent interests of 
nations to put their normal relations upon a stable basis by providing 
for predictable and enforciblc conduct with respect to these rela¬ 
tions. 

But there is another type of international law which expresses, in 
terms of rights and duties, temporary interests ever given to change. 
In this category belong political agreements, especially treaties of 
alliance and their modern substitutes, which, under the legalistic dis¬ 
guise of treaties of general arbitration, consultation, or friendship, 
frequently pursue aims at least preparatory to close political ties. 
The traditional science of international law treats both types of in¬ 
ternational law alike, applying to both the concepts and methods 
developed in municipal civil law. By doing so, it cannot but draw^ a 
completely distorted picture of those rules which belong in the cate¬ 
gory of political international law. Under such treatment, their va¬ 
lidity appears to be firmly established, w^hereas it is actually always 
precarious; the interests w^hich they are supposed to serve appear to 
be permanent and definite, wdiereas they are actually exposed to 
continuous change and tend to be uncertain; and consequently, the 
rights and duties established by them appear to be clearly deter¬ 
mined, whereas they are actually subject to the most contradictory 
interpretations. 
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This writer knows of only one monograph dealing with political 
international law as an independent snbject matter requiring con¬ 
cepts and methods of its own: Rafael Erich’s Alliances and Alliance 
TreatiesP He is aw'are of only one systematic treatise clearly stating 
the functional relationship between the political rules of interna¬ 
tional law and the underlying social factors: Charles de Visscher’s 
Theary and Practice in Public bttemational La^cP Only one judi¬ 
cial opinion clearly points to the practical consequences of this rela¬ 
tionship: Judge Anzilotti’s dissenting opinion in the Austro-German 
Customs Union case.^® It remains for a functional theory of inter¬ 
national law to develop systematically concepts and methods capa¬ 
ble of conveying the legal characteristics, as well as the functional 
dependence on political factors, of political international law. 

IV. As we have seen, there exist functional relationships not only 
between the law and the non-normative social forces, but also be¬ 
tween the law and the other branches of the normative sphere, that 
is, ethics and mores. The latter are threefold with regard to the va¬ 
lidity and the content of the rules of law. 

As has been showm elsewhere,^® the validity of any legal system 
reposes upon a fundamental norm which itself cannot be of a legal 
nature but belongs of necessity to the domain of ethics and mores. 
Thus, the validity of the legal system of the United States reposes, 
on the one hand, upon an ethical rule enjoining the President, the 
members of Congress and of the Supreme Court to obey the Con¬ 
stitution, and, on the other hand, upon the mores keeping alive 
among the citizens the respect for the Constitution. When one or 
the other of these ethical foundations is lacking, the validity of the 
Constitution and of the legal system founded upon it is in a precari- 

In German, Helsingfors, 1907. 

14 Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957. 

1® As to the defectiveness of the majority decision from the functional stand¬ 
point, see Hudson, “The World Court and the Austro-German Customs 
Regime,” American Bar Association Journal, XVII (1931), 793: “In our national 
courts, a refusal to take account of the social and political conditions to which 
law must be applied, has produced some of the sharpest criticism of our legal 
systems. . . . An international court might similarly build a law in disregard of 
the political factors which condition its application, but it would almost certain¬ 
ly lack both the apj>earance and the substance of reality.” 

10 La realite des normes, pp. 76 ff174 ff., 216 ff. 
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ous state. When both arc lacking, the Constitution, and with it the 
whole legal system, have ceased to exist as a living legal order even 
though they may not have been formally invalidated. 

Not only does the validity of the legal system as a whole repose 
upon ethics and mores, but the validity of individual legal rules also 
stands frc(|uently in a particular functional relationship with ethics 
and mores. I'he validity of one and the same precept, for instance, 
“I'hou shall not kill,” may repose upon the likelihood that against 
its violation there will intervene sanctions pertaining to the domains 
of ethics and mores as well as of law. Many provisions of the Constitu¬ 
tion, of civil and criminal law , belong to this category and, there¬ 
fore, are at the same time legal rules, ethical rules, and rules of the 
mores. It is obvious that tliis double or triple guaranty has an im¬ 
portant bearing upon the observance and validity of a given precept. 
When such a multiple guaranty exists, that is, W'hcn ethics, mores, 
and kuv co-operate to realize a certain order of things, there is a 
much greater likelihood that this order wall be realized than w hen 
the law alone seeks it. 

It has already been pointed out that legal rules receive their pre¬ 
cepts partly from ethics and mores. The meaning of these precepts 
requires explanation in the light of these other rules from w hich it 
is derived. The Constitution itself, for instance, docs not reveal what 
“due process of law'” or “freedom of contract” is; it is only by ref¬ 
erence to the ethics and mores of a certain period of constitutional 
history that the meaning of these constitutional concepts can be de¬ 
termined. The moral order gives the law' the standards on the basis 
of w'hich its agents and subjects can distinguish between right and 
WTong. Implicit in any legal order is a system of moral standards 
according to w hich the law distinguishes bctw'cen actions w hich it 
approves, actions which it disapproves, and actions with regard to 
w'hich it is indifferent. These moral standards guide the judicial and 
executive agents of the law in interpreting and applying it. They 
relate the legal order directly to the moral convictions of the indi¬ 
vidual. It is from the conformity of those moral standards w ith these 
moral convictions that the particular legal rules receive their concrete 
meaning for the individual and their normative function for society. 

The recognition, for international law, of these three fundamental 
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relationships, calls for the discussion of a series of problems which the 
traditional science of international law does not even care to pose. 
What is, for instance, the empirical nature of the dual relationship 
between international law, on the one hand, and ethics and mores 
on the other? Arc there ethics and mores of a truly international 
nature, or do we call by the name of “international” ethics and 
mores the precepts of w hich have been developed under the deter¬ 
mining influence of the individual nations and are applied to interna¬ 
tional affairs in the interest of these nations? Which rules of interna¬ 
tional law belong at the same time to ethics and mores and so have 
a greater chance of being observed? The content of which rules of 
international law can be determined only by reference to ethics and 
mores, and to w liat kind of ethics and mores do these rules refer? 

V. It follows from the preceding discussion that no branch of the 
traditional science of international law is more in need of reform 
than the doctrine of interpretation. The traditional doctrine has lim¬ 
ited its efforts to transferring schematically the time-honored com¬ 
mon and Roman knv principles of interpretation to the international 
field. It has discussed the problem whether the wording of a treaty 
or the intentions of tlic parties shall be the main source of interpre¬ 
tation; it has gone deeply into the question whether preparatory 
materials may be used for purposes of interpretation; and it has 
advanced a great variety of so-called rules of construction. Yet it 
has completely overlooked the fact that, because of the peculiar re¬ 
lationship betw^ecn social forces and rules of international law, the 
problem of interpretation in the international field shows unique as¬ 
pects for which the traditional civil law technique of interpretation 
is utterly inadequate. 

When in the domestic field the meaning of a contract is ascer¬ 
tained by the usual means of interpretation, the interpretative job is 
done. It is generally not too difficult to perform the same task with 
regard to an international treaty; but then the real problem of in¬ 
terpretation just begins. A contract of civil law generally uses stand¬ 
ardized language wffiose legal meaning is definite or at least can be 
ascertained according to objective, universally recognized standards. 
On the other hand, the real meaning of an international treaty may 
be disguised with diplomatic language so that its wording is indicative 
only of what it docs not mean. Under such circumstances, it is only 
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from the social context that this treaty will receive its meaning, llie 
political situation of the parties and their intentions with respect to 
this situation have to be ascertained in view of the subject matter of 
the treaty, for the time of the conclusion of the treaty as wdl as for 
the time of interpretation; for, as w e have seen, the legal meaning of 
an international treaty is ever subject to change. Vrom this analysis 
one may then conclude, in a laborious and always highly uncertain 
manner, w'hat might be the probable objective of the treaty and the 
legal meaning of the particular stipulations serving this purpose. 

What, for instance, docs the term “independence” in an interna¬ 
tional treaty mean? Its meaning may coincide with the accepted 
meaning of the term, it may be somewhat different, it may be the 
exact opposite, or it may have no legal meaning at all. The rules of 
construction w'ill not answer that question. It is only from the back¬ 
ground of the social context and of the function the treaty is sup¬ 
posed to fulfil wnthin it that a scientific interpretation can hope, at 
least within certain limits, to receive a satisfactory answer. The an¬ 
swer w'ill, for instance, vary according to w hether the nation to which 
the term applies is a colonial, semicolonial, or non-colonial country; 
w hether the treaty is concluded between tw^o nations of equal or 
different political power; wdiether or not, in the last case, the more 
powerful nation has imperialistic intentions wdth respect to the 
other party; whether the treaty is of a bilateral nature, pursuing a 
specific political aim, or is supported by the consensus of a great 
number of nations for the sake of a general purpose common to all 
of them. 

VI. To fulfil its task, a functional theory of international law' must 
take another step beyond positivism. Positivism assumed that it was 
more scientific than any previous attempt at understanding. Positivist 
science was supposed to be free from all metaphysical elements, not 
asking how things ought to be and w'hat their “real” essence might be, 
but seeking only unifonn relations between things verifiable in experi¬ 
ence. “Je ne propose rien, je ne suppose rien, j’expose,” was Comte’s 
credo. But just as Comte ended in the metaphysics of his “religion 
of humanity,” so legal positivism w'as not satisfied with knowing wiiat 
the law actually was and how it worked. It w as only too eager to re¬ 
model the world of the law after idealistic assumptions whose uni¬ 
versal validity the respective authors took for granted. This tend- 

233 



DILEMMAS OF POLITICS 


ency, variously strong in the different branches of municipal law, is 
uppermost in the positivist doctrine of international law. The science 
of international law, completely absorbed by practical problems of 
what the rules of international law should be, paid almost no atten¬ 
tion to the psychological and sociological laws governing the ac¬ 
tions of men in the international sphere or to the possible legal rules 
growing out of such actions. Whoever would dare embark upon 
such research would be called “impractical,” and the results of his 
studies, if ever mentioned at all, would be qualified as “worthless.” 
Grandiose legalistic schemes purporting to solve the ills of the world 
replaced the less spectacular, painstaking search for the actual laws 
and the facts underlying them. This presumptuous enterprise has 
contributed nothing to the improvement of international relations, let 
alone the know ledge of w’hat these international relations actually 
are. It has only showTi the utter futility of all attempts to reform 
human conditions on the basis of idealistic assumptions without 
knowing the laws under w hich these conditions stand. As William 
Graham Sumner put it: 

In tliis view, the wx)rst vice in political discussions is that dogmatism 
which takes its stand on “great principles” or assumptions, instead of 
standing on an exact examination of things as they are and human nature 
as it is. . . . The social sciences are, as yet, the stronghold of all this per¬ 
nicious dogmatism; and nowhere docs it do more harm than in politics. 
The whole method of abstract speculation on political topics is vicious. 
It is popular because it is easy; it is easier to imagine a new world than to 
learn to know this one; it is easier to embark on speculations based on a 
few broad assumptions than it is to study the history of states and institu¬ 
tions; it is easier to catch up a popular dogma than it is to analyze it to see 
whether it is true or not. All this leads to confusion, to the admission of 
phrases and platitudes, to much disputing but little gain in the prosperity 
of nations.^"^ 

“The eagerness for premature practical application,” to express 
the same thought in the w ords of Vilfredo Pareto, . . is ever ob¬ 
structing the progress of science, along with a mania for preaching 
to people as to what they ought to do—an exceedingly bootless oc¬ 
cupation—instead of finding out w^hat they actually do.”^*^ 

1" The Challenge of Facts and Other Essays (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1914), pp. 245-46. 

The Mind and Society (New York; Harcourt, Brace & Co., 1935), II, 185. 
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Why, then, is it that the field within which the social sciences are 
able to work successfully is much narrower than the corresponding 
field of the natural sciences? It is again Sumner who knows the answer 
to this question. “The reason is because the elements of any sort of 
problem which we do not know so far surpass in number and impor¬ 
tance those which we do know tliat our solutions have far greater 
chance to be wrong than to he right.”^® Thus the problem which the 
science of internatidlial law has to solve is clearly posed. The natural 
sciences had to discover the laws governing nature before they could 
hope to dominate the forces of nature, to prevent the dangers ema¬ 
nating from them, and to use them for human goals. In the same way, 
the social sciences cannot hope to master the forces of society unless 
they know’ the law's w'hich govern the social relations of men. In the 
natural sciences, the discovery of the infinitesimal calculus by New^- 
ton and Leibniz was bound to precede modern technical inven¬ 
tions. The millennial attempts at constructing the airplane could 
not succeed as long as Carnot had not established his purely theo¬ 
retical propositions on thermodynamics. Were it not for the theo¬ 
retical efforts of Faraday, who himself did not invent anything of 
practical value, there w^ould not be today any of the multiple uses 
of electricity for practical purposes. Had not Maxwell and Hertz, 
without any practical objective, carried out certain “abstruse and 
remote” calculations in the field of magnetism and electricity, Mar¬ 
coni could never have invented the radio. 

The science of international law and the social sciences in general 
are still awaiting their Newton, their Leibniz, their Faraday, their 
Carnot, their Maxw ell, and their Hertz. In all likelihood, they are 
w'aiting in vain.^^’ In any event, to expect the contemporary lawyer 
to be an “engineer” or “technician” of the law means to expect 
k'dison before Faraday, Wright before Carnot, Marconi before Max- 
W'ell and Hertz. And this is certainly a futile expectation. 

Op. 219. 

the reasons, sec Scientific Man vs. Power Politics (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1946). 
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PART IV-A 

DILEMMAS 
OF POLITICAL 
ACTION 

The Autonomy of Political Action 


Poi.iTicAL action is beset by three dilemmas. One threat¬ 
ens its autonomy by substituting for its own proper rules those 
appropriate to other spheres of action. The other threatens its in¬ 
tegrity by corrupting its rules in the service of alien ends. The third 
dilemma threatens failure through the mistaken choice of means and 
ends. The first dilemma, one might say, is intellectual in nature, 
while the second is a moral one; the third dilemma raises the issue 
of practical statecraft. In view of the theoretical compa-ss of this 
book, we shall concern ourselves here only with the first two of 
these dilemmas. 

The first dilemma, which raises the issue of the autonomy of the 
political sphere, grows from a general quality of our culture; the 
tendency to escape from the facts of political life, which bear the 
indelible and ubiquitous mark of the aspirations and the struggle fi)r 
power. The escapist from politics seeks refuge in a realm of thought 
and action that allows him to think and act as though the facts of 
political life either did not exist at all or, at the very least, could be 
discarded by an act of will. The escapist from politics lacks respect 
for the existential qualities of political life. He refuses to acknowl¬ 
edge that the facts of politics are the children of necessity, not the 
bastards of some pychological or sociological aberration. 
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Yet the facts of politics are no more misconstrued and disregarded 
with impunity than are the facts of physics. Both take vengeance on 
their violators. The vengeance of the facts of physics is stark, swift, 
and unequivocal; but that of the facts of politics is often circuitous 
and ambiguous and may be recognized only by reflective hindsight. 
V'iolate the law of gravity, and the consequences will be clear for all 
to see. Violate the rules of the balance of power, and the conse¬ 
quences are likely to be obscure, at least to the contemporaries. The 
observance of the laws of nature is vouchsafed by man’s instinct for 
self-preservation. The violation of the rules of politics does not as 
simply call forth their observance because the human mind docs not 
as instinctively connect the untow^ard consequences with the vio¬ 
lation of the rules. 

The mind of Western man, in particular, doubts the very exist¬ 
ence of those rules and their ineluctability. In consequence, con¬ 
fronted with a crisis in his political affairs, he tends to search not for 
the principles of right political action but for non-political substi¬ 
tutes. He tends to think about politics in non-political, e.g., moral¬ 
istic, legalistic, militaristic, or economic, terms. He finds himself ever 
more deeply involved in the self-created dilemma betw^ecn the re¬ 
quirements of right political action and his non-political precon¬ 
ceptions of w hat politics is all about, and, as long as these preconcep¬ 
tions persist, each political failure calls forth yet another non-political 
remedy only to join its predecessors in failure. 
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This refusal of our civilization to recognize the 
facts of political life is nowhere more strikingly formulated than in 
the first sentence of the first chapter of Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
“Man is born free, but everywhere he is in chains.” This statement 
expresses a persistent conviction of Western political thought, and 
its correctness has not often been questioned. It is, however, one of 
the most erroneous and distorting statements one can make about 
the facts of political life. The historian f'mile Faguet has very well 
pointed to the logical weakness of this statement by explaining 
through the same kind of argument the nature of cows. “All cows,” 
he said, “are born carnivorous, and everywhere they live on herbs.” 
The absurdity of the statement as applied to cows is obvious. The 
absurdity of the same type of reasoning as applied to humans is less 
obvious, but not less real; for it is impossible to distinguish empiri¬ 
cally between the status in which a man is born and the status in 
which he lives. 

Yet this erroneous statement has had very important consequences 
for the understanding of the realities of political life; for it has made 
it appear that the normal and natural state of man is freedom and 
that his living in chains, his living in political servitude, is only an 
accident, something that can be remedied and abolished by a political 
mechanism or a legislative device or a social reform or an economic 
artifact. 

Any realistic conception of politics must start with an assumption 
which is the exact opposite of Rousseau’s. It must assume that 
man is bom and lives in chains. He is the object of politicil 
domination, and the fact that points to his freedom is not an empiri¬ 
cal fact, is not a condition of his existence, but is a condition of his 
moral life. In other words, freedom is a condition not of his empiri¬ 
cal existence but of his moral existence. Man lives in chains, but 
everywhere he wants to be free. He revolts against the empirical 
fact of political domination, and he wants to escape those chains 
which bind him in servitude. 

This is, however, not the whole story; for man living in chains not 


239 



DILEMMAS OF POLITICS 

only wants to be free but also wants to be master. In other words, 
man’s aspiration for power is not an accident of liistory; it is not a 
temporary deviation from a normal state of freedom; it is an all¬ 
permeating fact which is of the very essence of human existence. So 
we find, when we look at the facts of political life as they really arc, 
that man lives in chains, but everywhere he wants to be a master. 

This conception of man as a political being differs indeed funda¬ 
mentally from the optimistic and superficial philosophy by which, 
in imitation of Rousseau and others, the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries have conceived political life. They tried to escape the 
recognition of political domination and of the aspiration for power 
as ubiquitous facts by four fundamental devices: scientism, the dual 
moral standard, perfectionism, and totalitarianism. Most, if not all, 
of these devices arc children of the nineteenth century. One of them, 
perfectionism, has an older history, but the other three have their 
roots, if not their flowering, in the intellectual movements of the 
nineteenth century. 

What is scientism? It is the belief that the problems of social life 
arc in essence sSimilar to the problems of physical nature and that, 
in the same way in which one can understand the laws of nature 
and, by using this knowledge, dominate nature and harness it to one’s 
own ends, one can understand the facts of society and, through this 
knowledge, create a gigantic social mechanism wdiich is at the com¬ 
mand of the scientific master. 

However, three basic distinctions between the social and the 
physical world defeat this scientist conception of society. First of 
all, in the natural w orld w^e deal primarily with typical situations 
and typical phenomena as such. In the social world we deal pri¬ 
marily with individual events and individual phenomena as such. 
Furthermore, the social scientist is not a detached observer of social 
events as the natural scientist is a detached observer of the phe¬ 
nomena of nature. A physicist or chemist w^ho investigates the 
qualities of uranium does so regardless of the religious, moral, politi¬ 
cal, social, or economic stake he may have in the result of his investi¬ 
gations. The political scientist or economist who investigates, say, 
a labor problem is of necessity determined in his outlook and in 
his methods and in the results at which he arrives by his personal 
involvement in the problem. Finally, the natural sciences deal with 
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lifeless matter, and even where they deal with human beings or 
living matter they deal with them as some sort of mechanism. They 
do not deal with man as a rational being or a moral person. On 
the other hand, the social scientist deals with human beings as such, 
with the particularly human quality of human beings which is their 
rational and moral character. It is for these three reasons that the 
analogy between the natural and the social sciences falls to the 
ground. 

Furthermore, scientism holds to the belief that political conflicts 
and political problems can be solved scientifically in the same way 
in which the problems of nature can be solved scientifically. The 
existence of political problems, of political conflict, of war, and 
of revolution, is assumed to be primarily the result of lack of 
knowledge, of lack of skill in the handling of social and political 
situations. Here, we are again in the presence of the idea, which we 
found underlying the first sentence of the first chapter of Rousseau’s 
Social Contract^ that the political phenomenon is a kind of accident, 
a kind of temporary deviation from the rule of reason which ought 
to dominate the life of man. 

Actually, political problems grow out of certain conflicts of inter¬ 
ests, certain basic antagonisms which no amount of knowledge can 
eliminate as such. Knowledge and political skill may solve these 
problems peacefully, but there is no scientific device that can solve 
the problems of war, of labor, of freedom, of authority in the same 
way in which the problem of, say, the air-cooled engine has been 
solved. 

The problem of the air-cooled engine was solved when the scien¬ 
tists dealing with it found the formula by virtue of which the air¬ 
cooled engine could be constructed, and, once the formula was 
found, the natural scientists could, as it were, forget about the prob¬ 
lem of the air-cooled engine and direct their attention to other 
problems. Political problems are not of this kind; they cannot be 
solved by the invention of a mechanical formula which will allow 
mankind to forget about them and turn its attention toward a not- 
yet-solved political problem. Being projections of human nature 
into society, they cannot be solved at all. They can only be re¬ 
stated, manipulated, and transformed, and each epoch has to come 
to terms with them anew. 
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The ideal of scientism as applied to politics is the disappearance 
of politics altogether. Scientism assnmes that the abolition of poli¬ 
tics can and will usher in an ideal state of society. The political 
philosophy of Marxism, for instance, is inspired by the belief, typi¬ 
cal of scientism, that political domination and war are the outgrowth 
of a single cause, in this case of a particular economic system, and 
that with the disappearance of that system war and political domi¬ 
nation will of themselves disappear. The main idea of scientism is 
clearly recognizable here: one needs only to use the right foniiula, 
to apply the right mechanical device, and the political domination 
of man by man and the violent clashes of human collectivities will 
disappear as temporary aberrations from the rule of co-operation 
and of reason. 

The second attempt at escaping from the facts of political life w^e 
find in the idea of the dual standard of morality. This idea assumes 
that politics cannot perhaps be eliminated completely from human life 
but that it can be, as it were, eparantined. It can be relegated to a 
certain corner w here certain bad principles of ethics apply, w hereas 
the great majority of mankind will continue to live according to the 
good rules of ethics. In other words, there exists a dual standard of 
morality, one applicable to the political sphere and to the politicians, 
and another applicable to the rest of mankind. It is this dual standard 
of morality that w^as strikingly formulated by the greatest Italian 
statesman of modern times, Cavour, when he said: “If we had done 
for ourselves what we have done for Italy, w^hat scoundrels wc 
w’ould have been.” 

But political domination and the lust for power cannot be limited 
to a particular segment of humanity which, because of its profession, 
is unable to comply w ith the generally applicable, respectable rules 
of ethics. This lust for power and this fact of political domination 
arc universal experiences of mankind. In politics, it is true, they 
find their most extreme, violent, and brutal manifestations, but they 
are to be found wherever men live together in social groups, and 
that is cverywdiere. They arc everywhere, hidden behind ideologies, 
disguised by the conventions of the good society. Hence, the idea of 
the dual standard of morality is another form of escapism from the 
brutal facts of political life and the ubiquitous lust for power. 

The third type of escapism from these facts is perfectionism. Per- 
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fectionism recognizes the facts of political life as they exist. I'he 
perfectionist, however, believes that, by a sheer act of will on the 
part of the individual either through social reform or education or 
moral exhortation, man can be changed and can be made to abandon 
the evils of politics and the lust for power out of which those evils 
grow. The political philosophy of Woodrow Wilson provides the 
classical example of perfectionist escapism. Political domination and 
power politics with all the liabilities they impose on man, with all 
the evils they create, arc the outgrowth of certain wicked political 
systems, such as autocracy or monarchy. Once democracy, brought 
to all countries of the earth either by force of arms or preferably by 
education and exhortation, has been universally accepted, the evils 
of politics will have been made an end to, and reason will rule over 
domestic and international society. 

The contemporary advocacy of world government contains an 
element of perfectionist escapism. Actually, even if it were possible 
to establish world government tomorrow, the facts of political life 
would still be with us. The same problems growing out of the lust 
for power, the same conflicts resulting from the competition for 
power, the same mastery of one man over the other, and the revolt 
of the others against the mastery of one, the same basic fact that man 
is born in chains and everywhere wants to be master—these would 
still remain the elemental experiences of political life, even if world 
government were established. 

The technological conditions and potentialities of the age have 
indeed made world government a rational necessity, but they 
have not made it a panacea for the evils and liabilities of politics. 
World government as such cannot resolve, for instance, the conflict 
between the Soviet Union and the United States by peaceful means. 
Regardless of constitutional changes on the international scene, this 
problem will continue to exist as it exists today, and, hence, the ques¬ 
tion of u ar or peace will continue to demand an answ^er. The answer 
to this question, under present world conditions, does not lie in 
world government but in facing squarely concrete problems which, 
if they are not solved peacefully, could lead to war—concrete prob¬ 
lems such as American security as against Russian security, the uni¬ 
fication of Germany, peace in the Middle East. 

These problems are not to be solved by world government, any 
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more than the problem of slavery was solved by the establishment of 
the government of the United States. A civil war, which after all is 
also a war, against tlie established government had to be fought in 
order to solve at least superficially the problem of slavery. Since the 
political problem was not solved w^hen the government was estab¬ 
lished, it continued to pose itself, demanding a solution, and the lack 
of a solution led to the same disastrous results it would have led to 
if the government had not existed. The same would be true of world 
government. If the political problems separating the Soviet Union 
from the United Stares cannot be solved peacefully on their own 
terms, that is, by political means, world government would not save 
the world from the next war. The next w^ar would, then, be a civil 
instead of a w orld war, and it w^ould be only a matter of terminol¬ 
ogy w hether Western civilization w^ould perish in the course of the 
one instead of the other. 

Western civilization has resorted during the past one hundred and 
fifty years to many other perfectionist devices in order to escape the 
facts of political life. For instance, men like Proudhon, Cobden, and 
Bright saw' in free trade the one mechanism, the one political and 
economic reform, that would enable man to escape the fate that has 
been with him from the beginning of history. In its nature the es¬ 
capism of free trade is not different from the escapism of world 
government or of the United Nations or of disarmament or of other 
mechanical devices w hereby since the First World War men have 
tried to escape the combination of modern technology and the lust 
for powder, which threatens to engulf and destroy them. 

The fourth type of escapism we call totalitarianism, meaning by 
totalitarianism not merely the particular historic phenomenon which 
occurred in the twenties and thirties in Italy and in the thirties in 
Germany and after 1917 in Russia but a state of mind which is the 
exact opposite of perfectionism. Whereas perfectionism creates an 
abstract ideal to w'hich it tries to elevate political life through force 
or exhortation or reform, totalitarianism, that is, the totalitarian state 
of mind, identifies the ideal with the facts of political life. What is, 
is good because it is, and power is to the totalitarian not only a fact 
of social life with which one must come to terms but also the ulti¬ 
mate standard for judging human affairs and the ideal source of all 
human values. He says “Yes” to his lust for power, and he recognizes 
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no transcendent standard, no spiritual concept which might tame 
and restrain the lust for power by confronting it with an ideal alien 
and hostile to political domination. 

So the gap between the political ideal and political reality, which 
perfectionism tries to resolve in favor of the ideal by elevating politi¬ 
cal reality to the level of the ideal, totalitarianism also tries to elimi¬ 
nate but by the opposite procedure, that is, by tearing the ideal 
down to the level of the brutal facts of political life. The excesses of 
power politics, the barbarities and evil propensities of the Bolshevist 
and Nazi regimes are foreordained in this identification of the reali¬ 
ties of political life with the ideal of human life as such. 

The totalitarian state of mind is a universal phenomenon. In its 
Fascist manifestation, it has lost its empires but won many souls. The 
Western democracies have wddely accepted the Fascist standards 
w ithout knowing it. 

They, too, tend to equate and identify political success with moral 
superiority, thus seeking to eliminate the gap between the moral 
ideal and the facts of political life. They, too, try to resolve the ten¬ 
sion betw een the two in favor of the political facts. This is perhaps 
the most dangerous manifestation of political escapism; for, while 
here the political facts as facts are recognized, their moral signifi¬ 
cance is obscured. Power is glorified as the source of all material 
and moral good, and those transcendent concepts by which power 
must be tamed, restrained, and transfonned are denied an independ¬ 
ent existence. 
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On the plane of political action, the most com¬ 
mon escape, especially in the United States, from the autonomy of 
politics has taken the form of moralism, that is, the substitution of 
Av hat is popularly believed to be moral principles for the rules of 
politics. In the domestic sphere, the opportunities for the consistent 
substitution of moralism for politics are limited; for here failure, 
swift and obvious, is the punishment for violating the political rules. 
The situation is different in the international sphere; for success 
and failure in foreign policy are ambiguous terms, and the causal 
nexus between them and the actions seemingly leading up to them is 
often hard to establish. Since it is not always obvious what con¬ 
stitutes failure and what is responsible for it, false doctrines and 
practices have here a good chance to survive failure. Thus it is not 
by accident that foreign policy has provided the main opportunity 
for the moralistic attack upon the autonomy of the political sphere. 

Dominant elements in Western culture, and American culture in 
particular, have consistently misunderstood the nature of foreign 
policy, and they have done so in the name of morality. In the proc¬ 
ess, our culture has deformed its understanding of morality and cor¬ 
rupted its moral judgment as well. It has imagined that the tension 
between foreign policy and morality, given in immediate experience, 
could easily be made to disappear in one of two ways. Either there 
could be a kind of reconciliation, a compromise by which foreign 
policy would be made moral, at least up to the point of non-violence 
and harmonious co-operation, and the moral law would be adapted 
to the exigencies of politics; perhaps there might even be two differ¬ 
ent kinds of moral law, one for man as such and as citizen of his na¬ 
tion and one for the relations among nations. Or else men would 
have a choice between power politics, morally bad, and another kind 
of foreign policy not tainted with the lust for power. In any event, 
there w as presumed to be a way out of the dilemma with which the 
demands of foreign policy appear to confront the moral conscience. 
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The truth is that there is no way out. The moral dilemma of for¬ 
eign policy is but a special and~it is true—particularly flagrant case 
of the moral dilemma which faces man on all levels of social action. 
A4an cannot help sinning when he acts in relation to his fellow men; 
he may be able to minimize that sinfulness of social action, but he 
cannot escape it. For no social action can be completely free of the 
taint of egotism which, as selfishness, pride, or self-deception, seeks 
for the actor more than is his due. What is true of all social action 
is particularly true of political action and, within the latter, of for¬ 
eign policy. For man’s aspiration for power over other men, which 
is of the very essence of politics, implies the denial of what is the 
very core of Judeo-Christian morality—respect for man as an end in 
himself. The power relation is the very denial of that respect; for it 
seeks to use man as means to the end of another man. This denial is 
particularly flagrant in foreign policy; for the civilizing influences of 
law, morality, and mores are less effective here than they are on the 
domestic political scene. 

How^ was it possible for our culture to misunderstand this moral 
dilemma of foreign policy and, turning its gaze from it, try to 
smooth and gloss over the conflict, thus doing justice neither to the 
responsibilities of foreign policy nor to the majesty of the moral 
law ? This escape from both power politics and true morality stems 
in the main from three factors: man’s ambivalent relationship to 
power and morality, the illusions of nineteenth-century liberalism, 
and the misunderstanding of the American experience. 

The objective position of man on the political scene is always and 
of necessity ambivalent. While he seeks power over others, others 
seek powder over him. His intellectual and moral attitudes toward 
power reflect this ambivalence of his objective position. While he 
takes the powder drives of others for what they are or worse, he will 
close his eyes to his own aspirations for power, which appear to him 
as something different and nobler—justified by necessity and ethics 
—than they actually are. Thus ideological concealments, rationaliza¬ 
tions, and justifications of necessity blind us both to the ubiquity 
and the moral deficiency of the aspiration for power. As John 
Adams put it: 

Power always thinks it has a great soul and vast views beyond the com¬ 
prehension of the weak and that it is doing God’s service when it is vio- 
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lating all His laws. Our passions, ambitions, avarice, love and resentment, 
etc., possess so much metaphwsical subtlety and so much overpowering 
eloquence that they insinuate themselves into the understanding and the 
conscience and convert both to their party. 

Two historic experiences strengthened this ideological misunder¬ 
standing and depreciation of power. One was the experience of the 
Victorian age, as interpreted by liberal philosophy; the other, the 
experience of the first century of American history, as interpreted 
by a humanitarian, pacifist philosophy. To both, the struggle for 
power, especially on the international scene, appeared as the passing 
product of an ephemeral historic configuration. The liberals identi¬ 
fied power politics with the rule of the aristocracy, a historic accident 
bound to disappear with the disappearance of autocratic government 
and its manifestations, such as trade barriers and colonialisni. 

The American experience seemed to provide experimental proof 
for the assumption that nations have a choice between power poli¬ 
tics and a foreign policy not tainted by the lust for power. The 
Founding Fathers decided that the United States could not afford to 
get involved in the power politics of the European nations. Yet, to 
quote Washington, “The toils of European ambition, rivalship, in¬ 
terest, humor, or caprice,” with which the United States should have 
nothing to do, were the only manifestations of power politics before 
the eyes of America, Abstention from European power ptditics 
could, therefore, be taken to mean abstention from power politics as 
such. This aloofness from European power politics remained a po¬ 
litical fact at least until the end of the nineteenth century, if not 
until the intervention of the United States in the First World War 
in 1917. While in fact this isolation was the result of a complicated 
interplay of political and military forces, it was interpreted prima¬ 
rily, if not exclusively, as the result of a deliberate choice. The 
United States had turned her back on power politics and w^as apply¬ 
ing to her foreign relations the same humanitarian principles of hu¬ 
man betterment and peaceful competition which had worked so well 
at home and had made her both unique and great as a nation among 
nations. 

The experiences of two world wars and of the aftermath of the 
Second have disabused many of us of these illusions. We have 
learned that we cannot escape the temptation and liabilities of power 
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politics by an act of will. We must leam to live with them and still 
remain civilized; that is, we must make the best of them. Yet even at 
best, we cannot afford to forget that they are ever with us. These 
historic experiences have reawakened both our understanding of 
politics and our moral sensibilities. We have begun to resurrect from 
the rubble of false philosophies which did not stand the test of ex¬ 
perience the great perennial truths about politics and morality of 
which Western civilization is the record. In this task political think¬ 
ers and theologians have joined. And it reveals as much about the 
nature of religious thought as about politics that many of the most 
important modern insights about politics have come from the pens 
of theologians. 

Yet the illusions of the past are still with us. In Speaking Frankly^ 
the account of his tenure as Secretary of State, Mr. James F. Byrnes 
reports an episode which occurred at the Paris Peace Conference in 
1946: 

After a heated session in Paris one afternoon, Chip Bohlcn [then adviser 
to the American delegation] remained behind talking to a member of the 
Soviet delegation. The Soviet representative said it was impossible for him 
to understand the Americans. They had a reputation for being good 
traders and yet Secretary Byrnes for two days had been making speeches 
about principles—talking, he said, like a professor. 

“Why doesn’t he stop this talk about principles, and get down to busi¬ 
ness and start trading? ” the Soviet representative asked Chip in all sincerity. 

Chip attempted most unsuccessfully to explain that there were some 
questions which, in the opinion of Americans, involved principle and 
could not be settled by bargaining.^ 

This episode is significant not only for the pathetically honest 
lack of understanding betwen East and West that it reveals but more 
particularly for the light it sheds upon two diametrically opposed 
conceptions of foreign policy. On the one side, there is the political 
realist, the Machiavellian bargainer, who conceives of foreign policy 
exclusively in terms of power and for whom the end of power justi¬ 
fies all—or almost all—means employed; on the other side, there is the 
moralist, “talking like a professor”—or should one rather say “like a 
preacher”?-whose ability to bargain is strictly circumscribed, both 
in width and in depth, by his insistence upon principles which must 
be reflected in the bargain but cannot be made its object. 

1 (New York: Harper & Bros., 1947), pp. 280-81. 
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It is as tempting as it would be false to conceive of the opposition 
betw een these tw o schools of foreign policy as yet another example 
of the struggle between good and evil, between a noble and benevo¬ 
lent philosophy and practice of politics and a base and nefarious one. 
Such juxtapositions are tempting, for they fit quite naturally into the 
black-w hite pattern in w hich the struggle betw een East and West 
presents itself to the popular mind. Yet they are false just the same. 
They are false not onl)' because any black-white pattern, conceived 
in moral and intellectual tenns, is by definition inadequate to do 
justice to a political situation in which on either side good and evil, 
wisdom and error, are inextricably blended and intertw ined. They 
are false also, and primarily, because what in Mr. Byrnes’s episode is 
presented by implication as a typical expression of Russian realism, 
or Bolshevist lack of principle, or Soviet amoralism, can in fact look 
back on a respectable ancestry in the Western practice of foreign 
policy. 

That member of the Soviet delegation, if he had know n it and if 
he had dared to, might w^ell have reminded Mr. Bohlen of Richelieu 
and Mazarin, of Cromwell and the tw^o Pitts, of Hamilton and Jeffer¬ 
son the statesman, of Castlereagh and Canning, of Cavour, Disraeli, 
and Bismarck. And Mr. Bohlen, in turn, might have summoned to 
Mr. Byrnes’s defense the shades of Fox and Burke, of Madison and 
Jefferson the philosopher, of Gladstone and Wilson. If they had felt 
in need of living witnesses, the Russian might have cited Winston 
Churchill; the American, Cordell Hull. In one w^ord, then, what 
stood between the United States and the Soviet representatives in 
Paris in 1946 w^as the issue of moral principles versus the reason of 
state—the issue which Machiavelli had raised into the full conscious¬ 
ness of the Western world and which since then has never ceased to 
trouble its conscience and to transform into problems those acts of 
politics w^hich in pre-AIachiavellian times had been performed as a 
matter of course. 

It is one of the glories of the political tradition of the English- 
speaking peoples, unrivaled in any other civilization, that their po¬ 
litical theory, as their law% has in the main been developed not in 
comprehensive systematic efforts but in a series of debates concerned 
with the practical merits of limited, concrete issues. Three factors 
have fortuitously co-operated in making the political theory of the 
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English tongue a succession of “cases” debated in the forum of 
public opinion: an empirical bent of mind, aiming at immediate prac¬ 
tical results rather than theoretical consistency; the ability to see in 
the concrete issue the particular instance of a general proposition 
rather than empirical proof for a priori abstractions; and, finally, the 
institution of public debate which is supposed to determine the deci¬ 
sion in view of the rational merits of the case. Thus it has come 
about that w hile the issue of reason of state versus moral principles 
has on the Continent been fought out in the philosophic polemics of 
the Machiavellians and the anti-Machiavellians, leaving the issue in 
the end w here they found it, in the English-speaking world the issue 
was ahvays settled, at least for the moment; for, rising as it did from 
a concrete situation w hich demanded a decision, it had to be decided 
one w ay or the other. That decision, it is true, was, like the decision 
of the judge, only provisional and decided the issue only w ithin the 
narrow confines of the situation within which it had arisen. It never 
purported to offer an abstract proposition settling the issue once and 
for all. It lacked in generality w^hat it possessed in definiteness. 

Tims it folUnvs from the w’ay the English-speaking peoples think 
in political matters that their political thought must be distilled from 
the debates through which the political issues of the day were set¬ 
tled. The problem that confronts us here has troubled the thought 
and life of the Anglo-American world before. To understand its 
nature and to assess its bearing upon the political issues of our 
day, the debates on great issues of the past can give us guidance. 
The problem has perhaps now^here been stated w ith greater elemental 
simplicity, undiluted by side issues and undisguised by ideological 
rationalizations, than in the debate between Disraeli and Gladstone 
on the occasion of the “Bulgarian Atrocities.” Disraeli made the case 
for the national interest in his speech in the House of Lords of 
July 18 , 1878 , on his return from the Congress of Berlin: 

But 1 must make this observation to your lordships. We have a substan¬ 
tial interest in the East; it is a commanding interest, and its behest must be 
obeyed. But the interest of France in Egypt, and her interest in Syria, are, 
as she acknowledges, sentimental and traditionary interests; and, although 
I respect them, and although I wish to see in Lebanon and Egj’^pt the 
influence of France fairly and justly maintained, and although her officers 
and ours in that part of the world~and especially in Egypt—are acting to¬ 
gether with confidence and trust, we must remember that our connection 
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with the East is not merely an affair of sentiment and tradition, but that wc 
have urgent and substantial and enormous interests which we must guard 
and keep. Therefore, when we find that the progress of Russia is a progress 
which, whatever my be the intentions of Russia, necessarily in that part of 
the world produces such a state of disorganisation and want of confidence 
in the Porte, it comes to this—that if we do not interfere in vindication of 
our own interests, that part of Asia must become the victim of anarchy, 
and ultimately become part of the possessions of Russia. 

. . . Wc do not, my lords, wish to enter into any unnecessary responsi¬ 
bility; but there is one responsibility from which wc certainly shrink; wc 
shrink from the responsibility of handing to our successors a weakened or 
a diminished Empire. Our opinion is, that the course wc have taken wdll 
arrest the great evils which are destroying Asia Minor and the equally 
rich countries beyond. Wc see in the present state of affairs the Porte 
losing its influence over its subjects; we sec a certainty, in our opinion, of 
increasing anarchy, of the dissolution of all those ties which, though feeble, 
yet still exist and w hich have kept society together in those countries. Wc 
sec the inevitable result of such a state of things, and wc cannot blame 
Russia for availing herself of it. But, yielding to Russia wrhat she has ob¬ 
tained, we say to her—“Thus far, and no farther.” Asia is large enough for 
both of us. There is no reason for these constant wars, or fears of wars, 
between Russia and England. Before the circumstances w hich led to the 
recent disastrous war, when none of those events which wc have seen agi¬ 
tating the w^orld had occurred, and when w'^e were speaking in “another 
place” of the conduct of Russia in Central Asia, I vindicated that conduct, 
which I thought was unjustly attacked, and I said then—what 1 repeat 
now—there is room enough for Russia and England in Asia. 

But the room that wc require we must secure. We have, therefore, 
entered into an alliance—a defensive alliance-with Turkey, to guard her 
against any further attack from Russia. 

The case for the other side was clearly stated in Gladstone’s pam¬ 
phlet, Bulgarian Horrors and Russia m Turkestan, which, in 1876, 
touched off the controversy: 

My hope, therefore, is twofold. First, that, through the energetic atti¬ 
tude of the people of England, their Government may be led to declare 
distinctly, that it is for purposes of humanity alone that wc have a fleet in 
Turkish waters. Secondly, that that fleet will be so distributed as to en¬ 
able its force to be most promptly and efficiently applied, in case of need, 
on Turkish soil, in concert with the other Powers, for the defence of inno¬ 
cent lives, and to prevent the repetition of those recent scenes, at which 
hell itself might almost blush. 

For it must not be forgotten that the last utterance on this subject was 
from the Prime Minister, and was to the effect that our fleet was in the 
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East for the support of British interests. I object to this constant system of 
appeal to our selfish leanings. It sets up false lights; it hides the true; it dis¬ 
turbs the world. Who has lifted a finger against British interests? Who 
has spoken a word? If the declaration be anything beyond mere idle brag 
it means that our fleet is waiting for the dissolution of the Turkish Empire, 
to have the first and the strongest hand in the seizure of the spoils. If this 
he the meaning, it is pure mischief: and if we want to form a just judg¬ 
ment upon it, we have only to put a parallel case. What should we say, if 
Russia had assembled an army on the Pruth, or Austria on the Danube, and 
Prince Gortschakoff or Count Andrassy were to announce that it was so 
gathered, and so posted for the defence of Russian, or of Austrian interests 
respectively? 

Perhaps, in these unusual circumstances, before describing what it is 
that we should seek and should desire, it may be well to consider what we 
should carefully eschew. In the channel, which we have to navigate, with 
or without our Government, there are plenty of false lights set up for us, 
which lead to certain shipwreck. The matter has become too painfully 
real for us to be scared at present by the standing hobgoblin of Russia. 
Many a time has it done good service on the stage: it is at present out of 
repair, and unavailable. It is now too late to argue, as was argued some time 
back by a very clever and highly enlightened evening journal, that it 
might be quite proper that welve or thirteen milli(nis of Christians in 
'furkey should remain unhappy, rather than that (such was the alternative 
hardily presented) two hundred millions of men in India should be de¬ 
prived of the benefits of British rule, and thirty millions more in the United 
Kingdom made uncomfortable by the apprehension of such a catastrophe. 

This very juxtaposition of “power” politics and “moral” politics 
is fundamentally mistaken. It derives from the assumption that the 
principles of morality have the same substantive quality as, say, the 
principles of politics, economics, or law. This assumption leads logi¬ 
cally to the conclusion that it is both possible and desirable to re¬ 
place the principles of politics with those of morality. In truth, this 
substitution is possible only at the price of political failure and, 
hence, is neither possible nor desirable on rational grounds. 

Morality is not just another branch of human activity, co-ordinate 
to the substantive branches, such as politics or economics. Quite to 
the contrary, it is superimposed upon them, limiting the choice of 
ends and means and delineating the legitimate sphere of a particular 
branch of action altogether. This later function is particularly vital 
for the political sphere. For the political actor is peculiarly tempted 
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to blind himself to the limits of his power and thereby to overstep 
the boundaries of both prudence and morality. 

It is not ignorance or misjudgment, that is, intellectual errors, 
against which the Greek tragedians and biblical prophets warn the 
powerful of the world but hubris and pride. The self-esteem en¬ 
gendered by power, which equates power and virtue, in the process 
loses all sense of moral and political proportion. Indeed, it is from 
the moral delusions and corruptions, the poisonous fruits of power, 
that these intellectual errors receive the strength to lead nations to 
disaster as though it were truth and not error that led them. The 
moral corruption of power blinds nations to the distinction between 
truth and error. Dazzled by the pride of power, they take truth for 
error, and vice versa, and make ready with unsuspecting confidence 
to jump into the abyss as if it were the consunuuation of their 
dreams. 

A nation emerges victorious from a war, and in the exaltation of 
its supreme power it rejects as unacceptable, if not as outright offen¬ 
sive, the idea that it w'on the victory because it had better trained 
and better fed troops, more and better anns, and superior leadership. 
Providence, either as a personal divinity or as the objective logic of 
the historic process, has given victory to the nation w^hich deserved 
it by virtue of its moral superiority. I'hat alleged moral superiority 
is then taken to be a permanent quality w hich not only explains past 
victories but also justifies the national claim to be the lawgiver and 
arbiter of mankind. 

A nation, thus supernaturally endowed, not only has the ability 
but believes that it has a sacred duty to reform the world in the 
image of its own supposed superiority. It can and must promote or 
forestall revolution or reform, as the case may be. It must contain 
other nations, advance itself, and never retreat. There is nothing it 
cannot do. What is more, there is nothing it ought not to do. It must 
and can bring salvation to all the world. By the standards of this na¬ 
tional moral delusion, humanity naturally divides into two groups: 
one all black and the other all white. By definition those who are for 
you are good, and those w^ho are against you are wicked. 

Only future generations will be able to understand fully to what 
extent in our atomic policy the self-destructive tendencies of power 
have been at work; how the use of the atomic bomb and our em- 
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phasis upon its monopolistic possession and decisive importance have 
called into existence the very forces that nullify that advantage and 
turn it against us; how that possession has tempted us from miscal¬ 
culation to miscalculation, overrating our own and underrating the 
power of other nations; how the emphasis on secrecy, assuming the 
permanency of that monopolistic possession, has done more than 
anything else to destroy the advantage it was intended to preserve; 
and how, finally, the awareness of such tremendous power has nour¬ 
ished a sense of mission which assumes in its holder an exclusive 
moral worth and duty of a magnitude commensurate with so much 
power.2 

2 It might be pointed out that this passage was written in 1V50. 
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The autonomy of the political sphere is endan¬ 
gered not only by the misunderstanding of the nature and role of 
moralitv but also by the imperialism of other spheres of substantive 
action, of which in our culture the economic and military are the 
most important ones. The economic attack upon the political sphere 
dominated the nineteenth and the first decades of the twentieth cen¬ 
turies. Marxism and liberalism are its outstanding manifestations. 
When the experience of totalitarianism seemed to have proved con¬ 
clusively that politics is not a derivation of economics but has an 
autonomous realm of its own, the Second World War and its after- 
math raised the issue of the autonomy of politics again. This time, it 
was the military which infringed upon it. 

The fundamental error behind all the individual blunders commit¬ 
ted toward the end of the Second World War, and immediately 
afterward, uas the neglect of Karl von Clause wit// dictum that war 
is the continuation of policy by other means. The peaceful and war¬ 
like means by which a nation pursues its interests form a continuous 
process in which, though one means may replace the other, the ends 
remain the same. We also failed to recognize that foreign policy it¬ 
self is a continuum beginning with the birth of a state and ending 
only with its death; isolationists and interventionists alike tended to 
believe that the “normal” thing for a state was to have no foreign 
policy at all. What separated the interventionists from the isolation¬ 
ists was the belief that certain crises might require, at least tempo¬ 
rarily, an active foreign policy. But even the interventionists felt 
that after solving the given crisis one could try to return to a posi¬ 
tion of detachment, though developing and supporting in the mean¬ 
time international institutions designed to meet the next crisis if and 
when it should arise. Foreign policy was thus regarded as something 
like a policeman’s night stick, to be used only when it was necessary 
to bring a disturber of the peace to reason; war, in turn, was like the 
policeman’s gun, to be used only in extremis to rid the world of a 
criminal. But here the analogy ends: the policeman always carries his 
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gun with him, but we threw ours away twice after it had done the 
job. 

War, we could see, did have a necessary connection with what 
preceded it—that is, w’ith the criminal aggression that provoked it— 
but it had no organic relation with w hat followed it. Its purpose was 
only to eliminate a disturbance by eliminating the disturber; once 
that was done, the wwld would presumably settle back into nor¬ 
malcy and order. War, then, was a mere technical operation to be 
performed according to the rules of militarv art—a feat of military 
engineering like building a dam or flattening a mountain. To allow 
considerations of political expediency to interfere with military op¬ 
erations was unwise from the military point of view and might well 
be considered an immoral subversion of one self-sufficient depart¬ 
ment of human action for the sake of another. (It might be added 
in passing that economic specialists—for instance, administrators of 
foreign aid—have shown a very similar reluctance, for similar rea¬ 
sons, to let political considerations “violate” the autonomy of eco¬ 
nomic operations.) 

This quality of American thinking emerges clearly from the con¬ 
trast between the non-political American approach to war and the 
continuous and generally fruitless insistence of Churchill and his 
subordinates on the pilitical significance of military action. The 
British and the Russians knew from long experience that w ars are 
not fought just to bring about the unconditional surrender of the 
enemy; wars arc means to political ends, and military victory, if it 
is to bear political fruits, must be shaped to those ends. 

American military leaders wxre aware of this diflfcrence in out¬ 
look, both on the battlefield and afterward. In April, 1945, when the 
British wanted Patton’s army to liberate as much of Czechoslovakia 
as possible, and Prague in particular, for the sake of the political ad¬ 
vantages to be gained thereby. General Marshall passed the sugges¬ 
tion on to General Eisenhower with this comment: “Personally, and 
aside from all logistic, tactical, or strategical implications, I would 
be loath to hazard American lives for purely political reasons.” Mar¬ 
shall had nothing to worry about in this respect, for Eisenhower 
replied the next day: “1 shall not attempt any move I deem militarily 
unwise merely to gain a political advantage unless I receive specific 
order from the Combined Chiefs of Staff.” The matter rested there 
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despite repeated and urgent appeals from Churchill and the British 
chiefs of staff. Similar decisions were made on other occasions. Gen¬ 
eral Bradley in his memoirs has this to say of the British insistence 
that the Americans take Berlin before the Russians: ‘‘As soldiers we 
looked naively on this British inclination to complicate the war with 
political foresight and non-military objectives.” 

This concentration on militarv objectives to the neglect of politi¬ 
cal considerations has one virtue: it is apt to win wars quickly, 
cheaply, and thoroughly. Yet such victories may be short-lived, and 
an enonnous political and militarv price may have to be paid for 
them later. To win a war without regard for the political conse¬ 
quences of the victory may create political problems as serious as, 
or worse than, those that the victory w as intended to settle; but such 
a victory leaves a country at least in a position to learn and to try to 
settle political problems by peaceful means. 

Have we learned these lessons? On the face of it, it seems we have. 
Certainly we have been almost obsessed with the need to fashion our 
postwar policies so as to avoid the mistakes we and others made 
during the Second World War. We have learned that a powxr vac¬ 
uum wdll exert a well-nigh irresistible attraction on a great dynamic 
nation in its vicinity. We have learned that in order to confine such 
a nation within the limits necessary to our own security it is not 
enough to show good will and reasonableness and to embody virtu¬ 
ous intentions in legal instruments. We have learned that the bal¬ 
ance of pow'er, far from being just an arbitrary device of reactionary 
diplomats and Machiavellian scholars, is the very law of life for in¬ 
dependent units dealing with other independent units—domestic or 
international—that want to preserve their independence. Independ¬ 
ent power, in order to be kept in check, must be met by independ¬ 
ent power of approximately equal strength. In the effort to apply 
these lessons, w e have embarked upon a long-range policy of “con¬ 
tainment” and rearmament. 

We have also learned that an imperialist power confronted with a 
coalition of powers of varying strength will attempt to eliminate the 
weaker members one after the other, until the most powerful mem¬ 
ber is left in the end outmaneuvered and alone. We have therefore 
developed an intricate system of alliances in the Western Hemi¬ 
sphere, Europe, and Asia, which, whatever the differences of legal 
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language and institutional device, all amount to a declaration that we 
shall defend the territorial integrity of the members of these alli¬ 
ances as we would our own. We call this system of alliances “col¬ 
lective security” and have put it into operation by defending the 
Republic of South Korea against aggression by North Korea, 

In these ways, we have obviously learned from history. Why, 
then, arc we as uncertain as ever about the success of our policies 
and still beset by doubts about the course we have been taking in 
recent years? Have we still missed one of the important lessons of 
recent history, or have wx misunderstood what it seemed to teach 
us? The answer is not completely reassuring. Though \vc have 
learned the lessons of recent history, chapter and verse, though we 
have memorized them and have never tired of reciting and applying 
them whenever faced w^ith a problem u'hich seemed to be similar to 
one of those that we failed to solve during the Second World War, 
yet we have failed to see that behind the specific lessons of history 
learned from specific blunders there stands the lesson of history, of 
all history, which alone gives meaning to the lessons to be derived 
from any particular period. 

All political action is an attempt to influence human behavior; 
hence, all political action must be aw^are of the complexities and am¬ 
biguities of the human factor and must itself be ambiguous and com¬ 
plex—and in the right way. The political actor, conscious of history, 
must be aware of the malleability of the human will; yet he must 
also be aware of the limits of suasion and of the need for objective 
barriers to the human will. While he is making use of suasion, he 
must not be oblivious to the role of power, and vice versa, and of 
each he must have just the right quantity and quality, neither too 
much nor too little, neither too early nor too late, neither too strong 
nor too weak. 

He must choose the right admixture, not only in terms of human 
nature, permanent as such but w^ith the relations of its elements ever 
changing, but also in terms of the changing historical circumstances 
under which those elements of human nature confront each other in 
the form of collectivities called nations. How much suasion and 
power and what kind is available on my side at a particular moment 
in history, and how much of it and what kind is likely to be avail¬ 
able tomorrow? How much and what kind of susceptibility to sua- 
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sion and power is present on the other side at a particular moment 
of history, and how much and what kind is likely to be present to¬ 
morrow? And how much and what kind of suasion and power is the 
other side able to bring to bear upon me and others today and to¬ 
morrow? Such are the questions posed by the ever changing social 
environment. 

When, during the closing years of the past war, we thought that 
Stalin was a somew hat gruff old gentleman who could be channed 
into co-operation, we relied on suasion to a greater extent than the 
teachings of history justified. We think we have learned our lesson 
from this failure of a policy of suasion pure and simple. Now we 
seem to have forsworn smsUm altogether and seem to rely exclu¬ 
sively upon force as a deterrent to the ambitions of the Soviet Union. 
We seem to forget that force as the instrument of a foreign policy 
aiming at the peaceful settlement of international conflicts must be 
a means to the end of foreign policy, not an end in itself. Force sup¬ 
plements suasion but does not replace it. Mr. Acheson, as Secretary 
of State, recognized this relation between suasion and force in the 
abstract when he proclaimed repeatedly that the objective of our 
foreign policy wms the creation of situations of strength from which 
to negotiate a peaceful settlement with the Soviet Union. In prac¬ 
tice, however, our foreign policy, preoccupied as it is with rearma¬ 
ment, seems to have lost sight of this objective. Consequently, it has 
not faced up squarely to the all-important question of timing: when 
shall we consider ourselves strong enough in relation to the Soviet 
Union to be able to negotiate from strength? A positive answer is 
being postponed to an ever more indefinite future. Trying to learn 
from history, we have set out on an armament race that must lead 
to war if it is not subordinated to the professed objective of a nego¬ 
tiated settlement. Here again we have learned but half the lesson and 
have replaced one error with another.^ 

Most often political blunders consist in this overemphasis of one 
element in a situation at the expense of others. The twenties and 
thirties saw the underestimation by the Western world of the uses 
of powder toward moral and legal ends. The Second World War saw 
l)ut a seeming interruption of that trend, for power was used then 
in an effort to restore conditions of harmony and “normalcy” under 

1 This chapter was, in the main, written in 1950. 
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which we could again rely on law and morality and, as it were, for¬ 
get about power. We seemed at the time to have learned a lesson 
from our prewar relations wdth the Axis Powers: we had neglected 
power-, now we would use it without limit until those who had com¬ 
pelled us to do so were forced to surrender their own power uncon¬ 
ditionally. With that task accomplished, we would be able to return 
to the other extreme and build a new world, without power politics, 
on the foundations of law and morality. 

Consistent with this point of view, we treated our wartime allies, 
including the Soviet Union, with that same disregard of considera¬ 
tions of power which had characterized our behavior toward every¬ 
body in the interwar period. Yet the same experience that had 
forced us into power politics against Hitler was to be repeated in our 
dealings with the Soviet Union. And here, too, we seem to have 
learned our lesson now-. Having shown good will, we now “get 
tough.” Since one cannot deal with the Soviet Union by legal con¬ 
tract and without regard for the realities of pou er, we will now use 
in dealing w-ith her the instruments of power alone, without con¬ 
cern for legal stipulations to be agreed upon through mutual suasion. 
Just as the only alternative to appeasement of Germany, Japan, or 
Italy without power had been war, so the alternative to appeasement 
of the Soviet Union is another kind of war. 

Wc also leanied from the experiences of the thirties w^hat a blun¬ 
der isolationism was, which w-ould let one fight only in defense of 
one’s own country but not in defense of allies. But in learning that 
lesson we are by way of falling into the opposite error: having re¬ 
alized the error of fighting for nobody but one’s self, w^c are now 
willing to fight for anybody threatened by the common enemy. Col¬ 
lective security, after all, is as abstract and non-political a principle 
of action as isolationism, equally impervious to the complexity of all 
political issues which must be decided not according to abstract 
principles but by the calculation of opposing interests and powers. 

We intervened in Korea because the principle of collective secu¬ 
rity required it, thus seemingly avoiding the mistake Great Britain 
and France had made w^hen they refused to defend Ethiopia in 1935- 
36 and Czechoslovakia in 1938. Actually, as pointed out before,- w-e 
made exactly the same mistake, only in a different way. In 1950, as 

2 See above, pp. 76 ff. 
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in 1935 and 1938, the issue might better have been decided in terms 
of the interests involved and the power available as against the in¬ 
terests and power of other nations. Instead, it was resolved in all 
three instances, either positively or negatively, in the abstract terms 
of collective security, a principle which could be applied against a 
major power only at the risk of world war. By substituting an ab¬ 
stract principle of law for the calculation of the concrete conditions 
of interests and power, n e involved ourselves in a war that, in view 
of these relations of interests and power, we could neither win nor 
lose. Such are the results of a foreign policy that tries to avoid the 
mistakes of the past without understanding the principles that should 
have governed the actions of the past. 

We realized what had been wrong with our policies, but in sup¬ 
plying what had been lacking u e threw overboard what was no less 
essential than what we were trying to supply. Thus the very correc¬ 
tion of past blunders created new ones. We had seen that diplomacy 
without power was not enough, so we added power and forgot 
about diplomacy. We had seen that a nation must stop aggression 
before it reaches her own shores, and we concluded that we had 
now to stop all aggression regardless of how our own interests and 
power were affected. We learned the specific lessons of the last two 
decades, but in the process we came to neglect the broad lesson of 
history^: that political success depends upon the simultaneous or al¬ 
ternative use of different means at different times and the moderate 
use of all of them at all times. 

Man is never able to look at history with the same objectivity as at 
inanimate nature. The moral limitation upon his understanding of 
history is pride: pride in his intellect, pride in liis goodness, pride in 
the collectivity with which he identifies himself as against other 
collectivities. 

Pride in intellect shows itself in the persistence with which ideas 
once adopted are applied time and again, regardless of the fact that 
they have been discredited by experience. A general whose strategy 
brought victory in one war finds in success an additional reason for 
using the same methods in the next war. He did it once, and he is 
going to do it again. What General MacArthur was able to do to 
the Japanese in the Second World War he must be able to do to the 
Chinese in the Korean War. 
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Even if a certain strategy has been unsuccessful, there is a strong 
tendency to try it out again, especially if the general sluggishness of 
the human mind encourages it. The Alaginot line was a disastrous 
failure in the Second World War. But man is almost irresistibly at¬ 
tracted by the image of a wall behind which he will be safe from the 
enemy. Since the Maginot line was a failure, as was the Chinese 
Great Wall before it, why not build a bigger and better Maginot 
line? Or perhaps a bigger and better general will do what General 
Gamelin was unable to do with the Maginot line in 1940. The most 
subtle perversion of the lessons of history is that wdiich appears to 
heed the experiences of the past and discard its faulty methods, while 
continuing nonetheless to think in terms of the past. To build a line 
of static fortifications parallel to the Rhine was certainly a mistake 
that wx shall not emulate. Instead, we shall create a western Euro¬ 
pean army that will defend Europe at the Elbe, at the Rhine, or 
wherever else it may be. We seem to have learned a lesson from his¬ 
tory; but, in view’ of the novel requirements of global strategy and 
the numerical superiority of the Russian land armies, have w^e really? 

Pride in intellect is joined by pride in virtue. All individuals and 
collectivities like to see their conflicts wdth others not in terms of 
interest and power determined by circumstances but in terms of 
moral values determined by abstract principles. When our policies 
fail, as they did in relation to the Soviet Union after the Second 
World War, the explanation cannot lie in our having miscalculated 
our interests and p(jv er in relation to the interests and powder of the 
other side. Our failure must be the result of the wickedness of the 
other side, which took advantage of our guileless trust. We trusted 
once and were deceived; from now on we shall be on our guard and 
see the enemy for what he is. Yalta then becomes a symbol, not of 
the legal ratification of errors of political and military judgment, but 
of a moral deception that the wicked perpetrated upon the good. 

While such one-sidedness, which impairs liistorical judgment and 
thus our ability to learn from history, seems inevitable in even the 
greatest of historians, there are specific manifestations of it that, as 
great statesmen have shown, can be controlled by moral discipline. 
One such manifestation is the habit of overestimating one’s own 
power and underestimatng the other side’s. The history of the rela¬ 
tions between the Western world and the Soviet Union since 1917 
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could be written in terms of the underestimation of Russian power. 
From the Allied intervention in the Russian civil war through the 
debates on the implementation of the Franco-Russian alliance of 
1935, the Russian offer of support to Czechoslovakia in 1938, the 
Anglo-French military mission to Moscow in 1939, the German at¬ 
tack upon the Soviet Union in 1941, the first atomic explosion in 
Russia in 1949, up to the verv present, we have always underesti¬ 
mated the power of the Soviet Union. We have done so because we 
are inflexibly opposed on moral grounds to both communism and 
Russian imperialism. Thus our moral sentiment stands in the way of 
a correct appraisal of the realities of power. To separate our pride 
in our own moral superiority from our historical judgment, which 
might lead us to recognize the political and military superiority of 
the Soviet Union in certain respects, requires an effort at moral de¬ 
tachment which few arc willing to make. It is easier and more satis¬ 
factory to conclude that political and military superiority necessarily 
go hand in hand with moral superiority. Yet the monopoly of the 
atomic bomb may have been, but was not of necessity, concomitant 
with a monopoly in virtue. Here again moral pride stands between 
our judgment and historical experience. 

The classic example of this kind of pride, and of its disastrous po¬ 
litical and military consequences, is Hitler’s. Since Bismarck, it had 
been the basic axiom of German strategy that Germany could not 
win a two-front war. However, it was exactly such a war that she 
deliberately embarked upon both in 1914 and 1941. Hitler himself 
w^as resolved not to make this blunder, but he could not help making 
it, for he believed firmly that it was Germany’s “mission” to triumph 
over her enemies. Holding such a faith, he was led to assume that 
Germany had already w-on the w^ar against the West when she had 
not yet done so, and could therefore safely invade the Soviet Union. 

If wx find it so difficult to learn from history, the fault is not with 
history but with the pride and the intellectual limitations of men. 
History, in the words of Thucydides, is philosophy learned from 
examples. Those w'ho are morally and intellectually inferior to its 
teachings, history leads to disaster. Those who are philosophers in 
the moral and intellectual sense, it teaches. 

Of this ability to learn from history that the autonomy of the 
political sphere must be protected against encroachments of the mili- 
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tary, Sir Winston Churchill provides the greatest contemporary ex¬ 
ample. Its literary manifestation is Triumph and Tragedy? The 
range of this book is narrow in every respect—in subject matter, in 
style, and in purpose. It covers the period from the invasion of Nor¬ 
mandy in June, 1944, to the Potsdam Conference of July, 1945. Its 
theme is, in the words of the author, “How the Great Democracies 
Triumphed, and So Were Able To Resume the Follies Which Had 
So Nearly Cost Them Their Life.” Its central problem is simple: 
military strategy and its relation to foreign policy. 

The style is of the same classic simplicity as the problem. As the 
problem raises a perennial issue of statecraft, so the m()de of thought 
which the author brings to bear upon the problem moves within the 
perennial categories of political thought. Sir Winston Churchill's 
mind is not that of an intellectual who loves to think and know for 
the sake of thinking and knowledge. His is the intellect of a man of 
action who relives in thought past action and what preceded and 
followed it. Sir Winston thinks with a purpose which transcends 
thought. His purpose as a thinker is that of the man of action and, 
hence, is intensely personal; it is so in three different respects. 

Its most personal purpose is to enable the author to relive in remi¬ 
niscence his part in the drama of history, enjoying its victories, 
mourning its defeats. Yet this process of recollecting and reflective 
reliving is also one of simplification, of seeing, and of making others 
see, perhaps for the first time, the essence of one’s action and its pur¬ 
pose, aside from what is but pretense and byplay. The first purpose, 
then, is autobiographical in the strict, classic sense of the term. 

The second purpose is autobiographical in what one might call the 
political sense. It is to justify the author as past actor on the political 
scene. It is to prove that the author was right when he did what he 
did and when he gave advice that was not heeded. When the author 
must admit that he was wrong in action or advice, he at least evokes 
the sympathetic companionship of the reader, who learns to his sat¬ 
isfaction that the great and the powerful share in the human falli¬ 
bility of all. Thus the author assigns himself the place in history 
which he deems his due or, at the very least, helps future historians 
to assign it to him. 

Finally, the book teaches a lesson. By contrasting the mistakes of 

^ Boston: Houghton MifHin Co., 1953. 
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the past with the principles of right action, the author calls our at¬ 
tention, by implication, to opportunities in the more recent past and 
in the future of making the same mistakes by neglecting the same 
principles. It is this contribution to political wisdom which makes 
this book important, particularly for us and at this time. What, then, 
transforms this autobiographical account of history into a source of 
political wisdom? With this c^ucstion wc approach the secret of Sir 
Winston’s greatness. 

That secret cannot be explained in this space, if it can be explained 
at all; it can only be adumbrated. It seems to lie in the conjuncture 
of three qualities, one intellectual, one practical, and one moral. 
These qualities are the intellectual grasp of statesmanship, the ability 
to act according to the requirements of statesmanship, and the sub¬ 
ordination of all other considerations to these requirements. Others 
are as wise as Sir Winston; others again are as effective in action; 
and others still have dedicated themselves as single-mindedly to a 
purpose. Yet nobody alive combines to such a degree intellectual 
excellence with ability in action and dedication to a cause. 

What John Stuart Mill said of Bcntham applies also to Churchill: 
“The field of [his] labours ^\•as like the space between two parallel 
lines; narrow to excess in one direction, in another it reached to in¬ 
finity,” The field of Sir Winston’s labors, of his interests, and of his 
understanding is narrow. Yet one is also struck with the enormity 
of the purposeful intellectual and moral force that sweeps through 
the narrow confines of his cause: to remember the past in order to 
learn how to act aright in matters political and military. 

The outstanding quality of that intellectual force is the ability to 
see a problem in its true proportions, by not allowing the involve¬ 
ment of will and emotion to interfere with understanding. What is 
required of the statesman is, first of all, to see clearly: himself, the 
enemy, and then himself again as the enemy sees him. To see clearly 
means to see without passions, without the passion of pride, of 
hatred, and of contempt. The statesman must master the paradox of 
wanting passionately to win over an enemy to whom he feels pas¬ 
sionately superior, and of having to view his relations with the 
enemy with the detachment and objectivity of the scholar. This 
book provides proof of the extent to which Sir Winston has mas¬ 
tered this paradox. His most spectacular failures are his support of 
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“unconditional surrender’’ and his inability to reconcile Great Brit¬ 
ain's moral and legal commitment to the independence of Poland 
with the political and military realities which the Russian conquest of 
eastern Europe had created. 

The moral counterpart of the intellectual ability of mastering this 
paradox of passion and understanding is humility toward one’s self 
and generosity toward others. As such, this moral attitude is not 
only a moral virtue in itself hut one of the conditions for political 
success as well. The extent to u hich this book reveals these qualities 
is another measure of Sir Winston’s greatness as a statesman. He de¬ 
plores President Truman’s decision to withdraw the American 
troops, on the eve of the Potsdam Qmference, to the zonal borders 
agreed upon at Quebec and Yalta, a step against which he had re¬ 
peatedly warned; and there is no doubt in his mind now, as there 
was none then, that he was right and Truman wrong. Yet he enu¬ 
merates all the mitigating circumstances which can be cited in ex¬ 
planation and support of Mr. Truman’s decision and adds: “Those 
w ho arc only wise after the event should hold their peace.” And, 
while he bends every effort to forestall Stalin’s designs, with what 
understanding does he speak of Russian interests, and with what re¬ 
spect docs he pay tribute to Stalin’s qualities! 

If the cause to w hich Sir Winston brings these qualities were less 
challenging intellectually, less demanding morally, and less vital for 
all of us, w e would think less of Sir Winston’s greatness. As it is, upon 
our ability to learn Sir Winston’s lessons the survival of the West 
may well depend, lliat, then, completes Sir Winston’s greatness: 
that he brings a great intellectual and moral force successfully to 
bear upon the greatest of all contemporary causes. 

What are the lessons we can learn from Sir Winston’s book? The 
relationships between political and military policy being its main 
theme, this book is a study in contrasts, the contrast between British 
and American policies, between Churchill’s and Roosevelt’s strategy 
and statecraft. That contrast can be defined in two fundamental and 
interrelated propositions. For Sir Winston, the war was a military 
means to a political end, and the influence of the political end upon 
the military means was to increase with the speed with which the 
armies of the Allies were approaching military victory. For the 
United States, the war was essentially a self-sufficient technical op- 
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eration to be performed as quickly, as cheaply, and as thoroughly 
as the technical rules of warfare would allow. The political issue 
with which Sir Winston’s strategy and statecraft were primarily con¬ 
cerned during the last year of the Second World War was no longer 
German and Japanese imperialism but the imperialism of the Soviet 
Union. For the American government, the approaching defeat of 
German and Japanese imperialism signified the elimination of the 
major political problem that faced the Western world, and what re¬ 
mained could safely be left to mutual good will, especially toward 
the Soviet Union, and to the United Nations. 

In one word, Sir Winston's was a historic concept of the war, \\ hile 
the American w as apocalyptic. Sir Winston view’^cd the war as part of 
a lustoric continuum, as a product of historic forces not in essence 
different from those that had preceded it and wxre likely to follow 
it, subject to historic laws, which are of the timeless essence of poli¬ 
tics itself and for w hose disregard a nation must pay a heavy price. 
Our government looked at the war as the catastrophic interruption 
of a normalcy which the victorious conclusion of the w^ar would 
almost automatically restore. For us the war was like a thunderstorm 
darkening a peaceful scene; its passing w^ould by itself restore peace. 
For Sir Winston the war~in its causes, manifestations, and conse¬ 
quences—w^as, as it w cre, part of the natural environment of nations, 
and its consequences w’ould be determined by the policies carried on 
during the war. 

In Sir Winston’s thought and argument, as revealed in this book, 
one concern took precedence over all others: to meet the Russians as 
much to the cast as possible. Whenever a military decision had to 
be made, small or great, Sir Winston hammered on this concern to the 
point of obnoxiousness. During the Italian campaign, he was ob¬ 
sessed wdth the opportunity to occupy Vienna before the Russians 
and urged that the invasion of southern France be sacrificed to the 
exploitation of this opportunit)\ After the Allied armies had crossed 
the Rhine, he urged striking directly at Berlin rather than south¬ 
ward, in order not to leave Berlin to the Russians. It was for similar 
reasons that he advised occupying as much as possible of Czecho¬ 
slovakia, and more particularly Prague, and keeping what had been 
occupied. And when the war in Europe had ended with the surren¬ 
der of Germany, he continued to view military operations in the 
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light of their political consequences; he urged an over-all settlement 
with the Soviet Union while the armies of the United States were 
still intact and in Europe. 

Sir Winston was defeated on every major issue. The only impor¬ 
tant exception was Greece, where he was able to act on his own, 
subordinating military to political considerations. When Greece was 
about to be conquered by communism and, through it, by Russian 
imperialism, he sent British forces to Greece to defeat that very un¬ 
derground army which had just been successfully fighting the Axis. 
It was argued then, as it is being argued now, that his advice 
was militarily unsound. However, this is not the point which Sir 
Winston’s book raises. Sir Winston’s concern—and ours—is not with 
the military soundness of this particular action or that l)ut with the 
political quality of thinking which led to military action, however 
sound or unsound it miglit have been in its own military terms. It is 
the contrast between his own thinking and that of his American 
counterparts, and the political superiority of his to theirs, which is 
the main revelation of the book. 

It would be as comforting as it would he false if one w ere to con¬ 
clude that the main lesson of Sir Winston’s book has been learned. 
Looking at Asia, the Middle I".ast, and Europe—let alone at Wash¬ 
ington—one cannot escape the conclusion that it has not been 
learned. Everyw^herc the requisite primacy of foreign policy over 
military policy is at best tenuous or incfifcctual, if it exists at all. This 
book, then, is not only a repository of perennial wnsdoni; it also car¬ 
ries a very timely warning. 
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The traditional methods of diplomacy have been 
under continuous attack since the First World War and have to a 
considerable extent been discarded in practice since the end of the 
Second World War. Three main arguments have been directed 
against them. First, they have been held responsible for the political 
catastrophes which have befallen mankind in the last four decades or 
so; methods that appear to have been so unsuccessful must be re¬ 
placed by better ones. Second, traditional diplomacy has been held 
to run counter to the principles of democracy, and from the as¬ 
sumption that democracy makes for peace—and autocracy, for war 
—it has been concluded that diplomacy must be “open,” that is, ex¬ 
posed to public scrutiny in all its processes. Finally, the traditional 
diplomatic practices with their seemingly useless and wasteful for¬ 
malities, horse-trading, and compromises have seemed to violate 
moral principles with \v hich democratic nations have felt themselves 
identified; in other words, the age-old conflict between political 
realism and idealism has been transferred to the sphere of diplomacy. 

These arguments against traditional diplomacy arise from the basic 
philosophic position, prevalent in our time, that political practices 
are the result of subjective preferences, to be changed at will. In 
truth, however, the traditional methods of diplomacy have not been 
invented by stupid and evil or, for that matter, wise and good men 
—even though they have certainly been used and abused by such 
men—but have grown ineluctably from the objective nature of 
things political. In their essence, they are the reflections of that ob¬ 
jective nature, to be disregarded only at the risk of political failure. 
Whenever two autonomous social entities, anxious to maintain their 
autonomy, engage in political relations with each other, they cannot 
but resort to what we call the traditional methods of diplomacy. 
And it does not matter in this respect whether these diplomatic re¬ 
lations are carried on between two members of a family, two busi¬ 
nessmen, two baseball clubs, two political parties, or two sovereign 
nations. On all levels of such relations, secrecy of negotiation—to 
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mention only the most prominent and controversial aspect—is not 
an arbitrary procedural device to be used or dispensed with at will 
but grows from the objective nature of negotiations. No negotia¬ 
tions of any kind—be they for the contraction of a marriage, the sale 
of a piece of property, a deal for baseball players, or an interna¬ 
tional treaty—can be carried out in public without defeating their 
very purpose: the transformation of conflicting or inchoate interests 
into a common purpose of the contracting parties. 

The specific arguments against the traditional methods of diplo¬ 
macy are as untenable as is the basic philosophic position from which 
they stem. If it is true that the traditional practices of diplomacy 
constitute the method by which the business of foreign policy must 
be transacted, the failure of a particular foreign policy or of a whole 
era to bring peace and order to the world cannot be attributed to 
these practices per se but, at worst, to their incorrect use. This logi¬ 
cal deduction is borne out by the experiences of recent history. For 
the disorganization of international society since the First World 
War has indeed been concomitant with the neglect, misunderstand¬ 
ing, and abuse of the traditional practices of diplomacy. While it 
would be far-fetched to suggest that the decline of diplomacy is re¬ 
sponsible for the catastrophes that have befallen the world in recent 
times, it cannot be doubted that that decline has contributed to in¬ 
ternational disorder, being itself an outgrowth of a deep-seated dis¬ 
order in the intellectual sphere. 

Both the arguments—that democracy means peace and that diplo¬ 
macy is immoral and therefore undemocratic—have grown from an 
intellectual attitude hostile to the very idea of foreign policy as an 
independent sphere of thought and action. They assume that the 
kind of foreign policy a nation pursues is determined by the kind of 
domestic institutions it possesses and the kind of political philoso¬ 
phy to which it adheres. All of recorded history militates against 
that assumption. The national interest of great powers and, in good 
measure, the methods by which it is to be secured are impervious to 
ideological or institutional changes. As far back as April 30, 1823, 
George Canning warned that “the general acquisition of free insti¬ 
tutions is not necessarily a security for general peace.” Our experi¬ 
ence of total wars, waged by democracies for democratic tenets, 
gives substance to that warning. 
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The argument that diplomacy is particularly immoral and, hence, 
incompatible with democratic government similarly assumes that 
one can escape from the moral dilemmas of foreign policy by for¬ 
swearing foreign policy itself. At the bottom of this argument there 
is a dual illusion: the illusion of the moral superiority of domestic 
politics over foreign policy and the illusion of the possibility of es¬ 
caping foreign policy altogether. Both philosophic analysis and his¬ 
toric experience show that the moral problems that foreign policy 
raises are but a peculiar—and particularly drastic—manifestation of the 
moral problem of politics as such. Taking a wider view, one can 
even say that the moral problem of politics is but a peculiar instance 
of the moral problem which man encounters whenever he acts with 
reference to his fellow men. What distinguishes in this respect for¬ 
eign policy from domestic politics and from the human situation in 
general is not the substance of the problem, w hich is identical on all 
levels of human interaction, but the social conditions under which 
the problem arises on the international plane. 

There is, then, no way to escape the moral problem of politics, 
domestic or international; we can only endeavor to smooth down 
its sharp edges and to mitigate its practical consequences by chang¬ 
ing not its substance but the social environment within which it is 
bound to arise in one form or another. It is not by accident that 
those who have tried to do more have taken a negative attitude to- 
w'^ard foreign policy; for in the traditional methods of diplomacy 
they could not help seeing the outward manifestations of the politi¬ 
cal risks and moral liabilities of foreign policy itself. Opposition to 
the traditional methods of diplomacy is everywhere intimately con¬ 
nected with either an isolationist or universalistic attitude toward 
international relations. Both consider the traditional methods of di¬ 
plomacy at best superfluous and at worst pernicious, for they so re¬ 
gard foreign policy itself. In the isolationist view, a country can 
afford to dispense with an active foreign policy and, hence, w^ith 
diplomacy. In the universalistic view, foreign policy, carried on 
through diplomatic methods by sovereign nations, belongs to a dy¬ 
ing age and is a stumbling block to the establishment of a more 
peaceful and orderly organization of the world. 

This thought reveals itself in the recent attempts to set up the 
procedures of the United Nations as an alternative to the tradi- 
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tional methods of diplomacy. Here again, we are in the presence of 
the assumption that nations have a choice between the traditional 
methods of diplomacy and some other way of dealing with each 
other, a way that somehow leads to freedom from the risks and lia¬ 
bilities of foreign policy. In truth, of course, the procedures of the 
United Nations, as they have emerged in the practice of the organ¬ 
ization, do not differ in substance from the traditional practices of 
diplomacy. What distinguishes the former from the latter is nothing 
but the social setting and the legal requirements which influence the 
way in which the traditional business of diplomacy is carried on 
within the agencies of the United Nations. The United Nations and 
traditional diplomacy are not mutually exclusive alternatives be¬ 
tween which nations must choose. Rather, they supplement each 
other, serving identical purposes and partaking of the same qualities 
and characteristics. The secretary-general of the United Nations, in 
his Annual Report on the Work of the Organization for July i, 
I9S4 through June 15^ 1955, has called attention to this relationship 
in these words: 

Wc have only begun to make use of the real possibilities of the United 
Nations as the most representative instrument for the relaxation of tensions, 
for the lessening of distrust and misunderstanding, and for the discovery 
and delineation of new areas of common ground and interest.... Confer¬ 
ence diplomacy may usefully be supplemented by more quiet diplomacy 
within the United Nations, whether directly between representatives of 
Member Governments or in contacts between the Secretary-General and 
Member Governments. The obligations of the Charter, the environment 
of institutions dedicated to seeking out the common ground among the 
national interests of Member States, the wide representation from all con¬ 
tinents and cultures, the presence of the Secretariat established as a princi¬ 
pal organ of the United Nations for the purpose of upholding and serving 
the international interest—all these can provide help not to be found else¬ 
where, if they are rightly applied and used. 

Within the framework of the Charter there are many possibilities, as \ et 
largely unexplored, for variation of practices. ... It is my hope that solid 
progress can be made in the coming y^ears in developing new forms of 
contact, new methods of deliberation and new techniques of reconcilia¬ 
tion. With only slight adjustments, discussions of major issues of a kind 
that have occurred outside the United Nations could often be fitted into 
its framework, thus at the same time adding to the strength of the world 
organization and drawing strength from it. 
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With these considerations we are entering into the positive task 
of ascertaining the functions of traditional diplomacy and its per¬ 
manent value. A nation, existing as it does as an equal among other 
nations, can deal with the outside world in one of three different 
ways. It can deny the importance of the other nations for itself and 
its own importance for them and retreat into the impotence of iso¬ 
lation. Or it can deny the equality of the other nations and try to 
impose its own will upon them by force of arms. In either case, at 
least in its pure, extreme realization, a nation can afford to dispense 
wdth diplomacy. Or a nation can w^ant to pursue its interests in ac¬ 
tive contact and on the basis of equality with other nations, assum¬ 
ing the universality of that desire, in that case it cannot do without 
the constant redefinition and adjustment of its interests for the pur¬ 
pose of accommodating the interests of other nations. 

Conflict of interests—actual, seeming, or potential—is the overrid¬ 
ing fact of international society, as it is one of the overriding facts 
of all societies, even those most highly integrated and centralized. 
Diplomacy in all its diverse historic and social manifestations is the 
technique of accommodating such conflicting interests. That tech¬ 
nique proceeds in tw o stages: the ascertainment of the facts of con¬ 
flict and the formulation of the terms of settlement. 

Nation A pursues certain interests and so does nation B, and the 
interests of A and B are on the face of them in conflict. Both na¬ 
tions w'ant to settle this conflict peacefully. How can they go about 
it? They have to define their respective interests and ascertain the 
point of conflict. That investigation may lead them to one of three 
possible conclusions. 

If what A wants and finds vital to itself B cannot cede without 
endangering its vital interests or its very existence, because of the 
intrinsic importance of the territory, frontier, port, or air base at 
issue, diplomatic accommodation is impossible. When Francis I of 
France was asked why he always made war against Charles V of 
Austria, he is reported to have answered: “Because we both w^ant 
the same thing: Italy.” As long as both kings wanted Italy badly 
enough, they could either go to w^ar over it or else leave the issue 
unsettled, hoping for future developments to deflect the energies of 
both sides toward less contentious objectives. Often in history na¬ 
tions have indeed avoided war over their vital interests by allowing 
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time to take the sting out of their conflicts. Yet in such cases it is to 
the restraint of warlike passions and the renunciation of quick and 
radical solutions rather than to the practices of diplomacy that the 
credit for the preservation of peace must go. 

Nation A may again pursue an objective vital to itself which na¬ 
tion B could cede only at the price of a vital interest of its own. 
\"cr, in contrast to the type of conflict just discussed, the importance 
of the objective to both sides is here not intrinsic to the objective 
itself but rather the result of a peculiar configuration of interests 
which are subject to manipulation. For instance, the Soviet Union 
has a vital interest in preventing a united Germany from joining the 
Western alliance, and the United States has a similarly vital interest 
in preventing such a Germany from being absorbed by the Soviet 
bloc. Taken by themselves, these positions are obviously incompati¬ 
ble and, as the history of East-West negotiations has thus far shown, 
not subject to diplomatic accommodation. Yet one can well imagine, 
without committing one’s self to its practical feasibility in the im¬ 
mediate future, an over-all European or world-wide settlement of 
which a German settlement w'ould form an organic part, satisfactory 
to the interests of both sides which could not be reconciled to the 
unification of Germany considered in isolation. In situations such as 
this, it is the task of diplomacy to redefine the seemingly incompati¬ 
ble, vital interests of the nations concerned in order to make them 
compatible. 

This task of diplomacy is, as it wxre, strategic in nature and truly 
creative, not often attempted and rarely successful. It yields in prac¬ 
tical importance to that function w'ith w^hich diplomacy is typically 
associated in the popular mind: the function of bargaining issuing in 
a compromise. In conflicts to w^hich this function applies, nation A 
seeks an objective w hich nation B either is willing to grant only in 
part or refuses to grant at all without compensation. Conflicts of this 
kind concern non-vital interests of w^hich nations are willing to dis¬ 
pose by way of negotiations. The technique of diplomacy consists 
here in ascertaining the interests of both sides and in allocating the 
objective at issue in view of these interests and of the power avail¬ 
able for their support. 

The same diplomatic technique serves not only the peaceful settle¬ 
ment of conflicts among nations but also the delineation and codi- 
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fication of common interests. In this respect it performs its classic 
function for the negotiation of treaties serving a common purpose 
of the contracting parties. Called upon to settle a conflict between 
two nations, diplomacy must create out of the conflicting interests 
a community of interests, a compromise, which cannot satisfy all 
parries completely but with which no party will be completely dis¬ 
satisfied. When the representatives of two nations meet to negotiate 
a treaty, say, of commerce or alliance, they must discover and make 
precise an already existing community of interests. This community 
of interests, before it is crystallized in legal stipulations, is amorphous 
and inchoate, obscured and distorted by seeming and real conflicts. 
It is the task of diplomacy to define the area of that pre-existing 
community of interests and to express it in terms sufficiently precise 
to serve as a reliable foundation for future action. It need only be 
mentioned in passing that this function of diplomacy is identical with 
that of contractual negotiations on all levels of social interaction. 

It must be obvious from what has been said thus far that the tra¬ 
ditional methods of diplomacy arc of vital importance to a nation 
that seeks to pursue its interests successfully and peaceably. A nation 
that is unwilling or unable to use diplomacy for that end is of ne¬ 
cessity compelled cither to forsake its interests or to pursue them by 
war. As pointed out before, nations have always had a choice among 
three alternatives; diplomacy, war, renunciation. Which one of these 
alternatives a nation chose in a concrete situation was a matter of 
rational calculation; none of them was excluded a priori on rational 
grounds. 

Modern technology, especially in the form of all-out atomic war, 
has destroyed this rational equality among diplomacy, war, and re¬ 
nunciation and has greatly enhanced the importance of diplomacy. 
In view of that technology, there is no longer safety in renunciation 
or in victory in war. From the beginning of history to the Second 
World War the risks inherent in these three choices were com¬ 
mensurate with the advantages to be expected. Nations would mis¬ 
calculate and suffer unexpected losses; but it was never rationally 
foreordained that they could not win. War, in particular, was a 
rational means to a rational end; victory would justify the risks and 
losses incurred, and the consequences of defeat were not from the 
outset out of all proportion to the gains to be expected from victory. 
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The possibility of all-out atomic war has destroyed these rational 
relationships. When universal destruction is the result of victory and 
defeat alike, war itself is no longer a matter of rational choice but 
becomes an instrument of suicidal despair. The pursuit of a nation's 
interests short of all-out atomic war, then, becomes a matter of self- 
preservation. F.ven on the assumption—at present a moot one—that 
limited wars can and will still be safely waged, the risk of such a 
limited war developing into an all-out atomic one will always be 
present. Hence, the imperative of the avoidance of all-out atomic 
war gives, at the very least, unprecedented urgency to the pursuit 
of a nation’s interests by peaceful means. Such peaceful pursuit, as we 
know, spells diplomacy. Neither diplomacy nor all-out atomic war is 
today one among several rational choices available to a nation. As all- 
out atomic war is tantamount to suicide, so successful diplomacy 
provides the only certain chance for survival. A nation which under 
present conditions is either unwilling or unable to take full advantage 
of the traditional methods of diplomacy condemns itself either to 
the slow death of attrition or the sudden death of atomic destruction. 

The vital importance that the traditional methods of diplomacy 
receive from the possibility of all-out atomic war is underlined by 
the more specific political developments which may well mark the 
end of the first postwar decade as the beginning of a new era in in¬ 
ternational relations. I'he first decade following the Second World 
War w as characterized on the international scene by three basic po¬ 
litical phenomena: the bipolarity of international politics, the tend¬ 
ency of this bipolar political system to transform itself into a two- 
bloc system, and the policy of containment. These three basic facts 
combined in minimizing the traditional methods of diplomacy, both 
as a matter of fact and in terms of the objective opportunities avail¬ 
able. 

During that decade, effective power for purposes of foreign policy 
was concentrated in Washington and Moscow, and these two power 
poles tended to attract like magnets most of the other centers of 
power. Whatever they might have preferred had they been free to 
choose. Great Britain and France, Poland and China had to lean 
upon one or the other of the superpowers for political, military, and 
economic support. Such countries could not have remained neutral, 
let alone have changed sides, in the East-West conflict, short of a 
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domestic revolution of radical dimensions. In such a situation, rigid 
in its alignments and inflexible in either side’s conception of the 
interests involved, the main task of both sides is not to make and 
receive concessions bur, at the very least, to hold the line and, at the 
very best, to advance it unilaterally. Since the balance of power 
made the latter alternative unfeasible short of a general war, both 
sides w ere of necessity reduced to a policy of containment which 
for all practical purposes forsook advancement at the expense of the 
other side while at the same time preventing the other side from 
advancing. 

Such a situation of ‘‘cold war” offered little opportunity for the 
use of diplomatic methods either within the two power blocs or 
between them. The inner coherence of the two blocs resulted pri¬ 
marily from the ineluctable necessity which made their members 
seek shelter under the roof of one or the other of the superpowers. 
During that period, the discrepancy of strength between the two 
superpowers, on the one hand, and their respective allies, on the 
other, was so obviously extreme and the consequences for those who 
would dare step out of line so obviously dire that there was very 
little need for diplomacy to crystallize so obvious a community of 
interests. 

The relations between the two blocs were no less clearly defined 
by the objective situation. The essence of the policy of containment 
was military rather than political. It consisted in the main in the 
warning, supported by actual preparedness, that a step taken by the 
other side beyond the line of military demarcation of 1945 would of 
necessity lead to a general war. 

The services diplomacy was able to perform for this policy of 
containment were hardly different from those diplomacy has tra¬ 
ditionally performed for the conduct of real war. It could announce 
the conditions for the settlement of the Cold War and use such and 
similar announcements for purposes of psychological warfare. The 
very modalities of the Cold War, then, inevitably transformed diplo¬ 
macy into a mere auxiliary of a war waged against the enemy, not 
for the purpose of accommodating conflicting interests, but for the 
triumph, however verbal, of one nation over the other. Thus it is 
not by accident that during the first decade following the Second 
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World War the traditional methods of diplomacy virtually ceased 
to operate in the relations between East and West and that the 
moves carried on under the labels and with the personnel of diplo¬ 
macy at the many East-West conferences and within the United Na¬ 
tions served purposes not only far removed from but often dia¬ 
metrically opposed to those of traditional diplomacy. 

This period of postwar history has come to a close. It is being re¬ 
placed by an era marked by greater flexibility within the two power 
blocs—a tendency toward the loosening of their inner coherence if 
not toward their dissolution—and, consequently, by greater flexi¬ 
bility in the relationship betw een the two power blocs as well. To 
meet the problems of this new era the methods of the Cold War are 
inadequate. As the conditions of the Cold War led necessarily to the 
disuse and misuse of the practices of diplomacy, so the new era of 
international relations with equal necessity calls for the restoration 
of these practices. 

Four facts are in the main responsible for this change in interna¬ 
tional relations: the decrease in the dependence of the powers of 
second rank upon the superpowers; the impending rise of Germany 
and Japan to great-power status; the impending dispersion of atomic 
power among a multitude of nations, some of which, by virtue of 
their possession of atomic power, will gain or regain the status of 
great powers; finally, the spread and sharpening of the colonial revo¬ 
lutions in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. 

Viewed from the vantage point of the United States, each of 
these new facts requires the vigorous application of the traditional 
practices of diplomacy. Since neither the American atomic monop¬ 
oly nor extreme dependence upon American support can any longer 
be relied upon to secure the coherence of the Western alliance, the 
United States must again resort to the time-honored diplomatic 
method of fashioning a legally and politically viable community of 
interests out of the one that exists objectively in an inchoate and ill- 
defined form. Germany and Japan, no longer the object of the vic¬ 
tor’s dispositions, must be persuaded by the same methods to see in 
association with the West the best chance for pursuing their in¬ 
terests. It is hardly necessary to emphasize that a similar approach 
to the colonial revolutions has been long overdue. 
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Thus the situation that confronts the United States at the moment 
of this writing poses the perennial problem of diplomacy with re¬ 
newed urgency. The objections to the use of diplomacy are without 
merit. Its indispensability for a successful and peaceful foreign policy 
grows from the very nature of things political. The possibility of 
all-out atomic war has made its successful use the condition of sur¬ 
vival. The new era of international relations has made its restoration 
of vital concern for the foreign policy of the United States. 
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Democratic government in the United States has 
declined by virtue of three basic misunderstandings: misunderstand¬ 
ing of the nature of politics, of the purposes of government in a 
revolutionary age, of the function of government in a democracy. 
These misunderstandings have corrupted our political judgment and 
perverted our actions with a subtle yet well-nigh irresistible logic. 

Under the impact of nineteenth-century liberalism, Anglo-Ameri¬ 
can society has been strongly influenced, and at times dominated, by 
a philosophy that denies politics a prominent and honorable place 
in the order of things. Politics as a conflict of interests decided 
through a struggle for power is here regarded as an ephemeral phe¬ 
nomenon, a kind of residue of either aristocratic or capitalistic soci¬ 
ety, for the time being to be pushed into a comer fenced off by 
constitutional safeguards and ultimately to be abolished altogether. 
The corollary to this conception of politics as a passing and inferior 
phase of social life is the erection of the private virtues as the sole 
standard by which the qualities of both private and public action 
and the qualifications of both private and public persons are to be 
judged. This philosophy necessarily destroys the tension between 
the private and the public sphere, between man per se and man as 
a citizen, which has been a perennial theme of Western political 
thought. For that philosophy, Aristotle’s question of whether the 
virtue of a good man is identical with the virtue of a good citizen 
is meaningless, for here the virtue of a good man and of a good citi¬ 
zen are by definition identical. 

This philosophy is translated into the folklore of American poli¬ 
tics as the conviction that the main qualification for a political career 
is personal honesty. A politician may be wrongheaded in judgment, 
weak in decision, unsuccessful in action, “But don’t you see how 
sincere he is,” people will say. “He is at least an honest man.” “He 
means well.” The man in the street transfers the values he cherishes 
in his private life to the political stage and judges the actors by the 
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same standards he applies to himself and his fellows in their private 
spheres. 

The values of the Eisenhower administration, both in verbal 
expression and in the character of its most prominent members, 
conform to these popular standards, and its virtually unshakable 
popularity owes much to this identity of political standards. The 
President, with characteristic frankness and consistency, has time 
and again measured his public actions by the yardstick of private 
values and expressed his conviction that since he did not find these 
public actions wanting, when tested by the values of private life, 
they had passed the political test as well. He summarized his phi¬ 
losophy in his news conference of August S, 1957, in these terms: 
“I, as you know, never employ threats. I never try to hold up clubs 
of any kind, I just say, ‘this is what I believe to be best for the 
United States,’ and 1 try to convince people by the logic of my 
position. If that is wrong politically, w^ell then 1 suppose you w ill 
just have to say I am wrong, but that is my method, and that is w hat 
I try to do.” The public sphere appears here as a mere extension 
of private life, devoid of those conflicts of interests to be settled by 
contests of powder, by employing threats and holding up clubs— 
methods which are traditionally associated with politics—and subject 
to the same rational rules of conduct which are supposed to make 
the private sphere orderly, peaceful, and harmonious. 

When the President was asked at his news conference of July 31, 
1957, about the circumstances under which Mr. Gluck was ap¬ 
pointed ambassador to Ceylon, he replied with indignation, “. . . in 
the first place, if anybody is ever recommended to me on the basis 
of any contribution he has ever made to any political party, that 
man will never be considered. I never heard it mentioned to me as 
a consideration, and I don’t take it very kindly as suggesting I would 
be influenced by such things.” Here again, the issue was seen in 
strictly private terms. The issue for the President hinged exclusively 
upon his personal knowledge of a campaign contribution, and since 
he had no such knowledge there was no issue. In this philosophy 
there is no room for the recognition of an objective conflict of 
interests to which the state of the conscience of any single individual 
may well be irrelevant. 
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It stands to reason that Mr. George Humphrey’s philosophy of 
government is simply the application of the alleged principles of 
private business to the political sphere. And for Mr. Charles Wilson 
national defense was a problem of production and organization 
within the limits of sound finance as defined by Mr. Humphrey, 
completely divorced from any meaningful political context. Of the 
many of Mr. Wilson’s statements showing a complete unawareness 
of this political context, none is perhaps more revealing than the 
one he made June 29, 1956, as a witness before the Senate Armed 
Services Subcommittee on Air Power: 

The Russian people, the ones that I have known through the years, have 
a great many qualities that Americans have. As a matter of fact, basically 
I think that tlic Russian people rather like Americans. 

It is too bad that we have got this conflict of ideology and that they have 
got a dictatorship on their hands. They wanted to get rid of the czar and 
they got something that is just as bad or worse, temporarily. 

It is very interesting. One of the troubles, they think of our type of free 
competitive society as the same thing they had under the czars, and of 
course it is not that thing at all. They have replaced in what you might 
call their point of hate. 

It is too bad they did away with the czars completely. If some of them 
were still left in one piece of Russia so they could hate the czars, they 
would not be hating our people so much. 

A defense establishment which is intended to cope with an inter¬ 
national situation thus conceived in terms of private emotions is 
likely to be different from one that seeks to defend the national 
interest in a world of conflicting interests and competing power. 

Not only have the dominant members of the Eisenhower admin¬ 
istration expressed themselves and acted in terms of a philosophy 
alien to politics, but many of them have also been selected in view 
of their excellence as private citizens, on the assumption that the 
qualities which go into the making of a good man and, more par¬ 
ticularly, of a good businessman, go also into the making of a good 
statesman. Indeed, many selections have been excellent within the 
limits of the standards applied. Certainly, men like Eisenhower, Ben¬ 
son, Humphrey, and Wilson are superior in private excellence to 
many of their respective predecessors. But these excellent men have 
in all innocence done greater damage to the political life and the 
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political interests of the nation than many of their less worthy 
predecessors; for they have brought to their public offices nothing 
but personal excellence, no understanding of political life, let alone 
ability to cope with the processes of politics. 

The experience of this contrast between personal excellence and, 
more particularly, success in business and failure in politics is by no 
means limited to this administration nor even to this country. I.ook 
at the records of Baldwin and Chamberlain in Great Britain, of 
Cuno and Bruning in Germany! They were all good men, and how 
ruinous their governments were for their respective nations! In 
this country it is particularly illuminating to compare the virtually 
unifonn political failure of the production geniuses with the spec¬ 
tacular political successes of the investment bankers. Why is it that 
the Knudsens and the Wilsons have failed and the Forrestals, the 
Lovetts, the Nitzes have succeeded? Because the excellence of the 
investment banker is, as it were, akin to that of the statesman while 
the excellence of the production genius is alien to it. 

A good man who becomes an actor on the political scene without 
knowing anything about the rules of politics is like a good man who 
goes into business without knowing anything about it or who drives 
a car while being ignorant of driving. Yet while it is well recognized 
that society must protect itself against the latter, it feels no need 
for protection against the former. The virtuous political dilettante 
has for it even a well-nigh irresistible fascination. It is as though 
society were anxious to atone for the sacrifices of private virtue 
which the political sphere demands and to take out insurance agaiast 
the moral risks of political action by identifying itself with political 
leaders who sacrifice the public good on the altar of their private 
virtue. 

Society has learned to take the bad men in its stride and even to 
protect itself against those who know the rules of the political game 
only too well and use them to the detriment of society. Society will 
have to learn, if it wants to survive, that it needs protection also 
from the good men who are too good even to take note of the 
rules of the political game. And it must reconcile itself to the un¬ 
comfortable paradox that bad men who put their knowledge of 
those rules at the service of society are to be preferred to good men 
whose ignorance and moral selfishness put the very survival of 

284 



The Decline of Democratic Government 


society in jeopardy. In short, it must leam what Henry Taylor 
taught more than a century ago when he wrote in the Statesman: 
“It sometimes happens that he who would not hurt a fly will hurt 
a nation.” 

From the soil of this misunderstanding of what politics is all about 
two intellectual and political weeds have grown: utopian liberalism 
and utopian conservatism. This country has had its share of the 
former; it is now being taught the political lessons of the latter. 
Conservatism has become a modish word, which has been made to 
provide respectable cover for a multitude of intellectual and politi¬ 
cal sins. As the nihilists of the Left call themselves democratic, while 
disavowing with their very being the tenets of democracy, so the 
nihilists of the Right, who used in the twenties and thirties to pro¬ 
claim their adherence to “true” democracy, now try to monopolize 
conservatism for themselves. Yet the iron test of the authenticity of 
a professed conservatism is its attitude to civil liberties, that is, re¬ 
straints upon the powers of government on behalf of the individual. 
By this test, Hegel, at the beginning of the nineteenth century, could 
deny Haller the right to call himself conservative, and the German 
resistance to Nazism was as authentically conservative as McCarthy- 
ism, in spite of its claim, was not. 

Authentic conservatism concerns either the philosophy and meth¬ 
ods of politics or its purposes. The confusion between these two 
types is likely to do more damage to American politics in the long 
run than political nihilism, pretending to be conservative, hiis done. 
Conservatism of philosophy and method is indeed part and parcel 
of the American political tradition. The Federalist is its greatest 
literary monument, Alexander Hamilton is its greatest theoretician, 
John Quincy Adams and Abraham Lincoln are in different ways its 
greatest practitioners, and Woodrow Wilson is its greatest antithesis 
in theory and practice. That conservatism holds—as we saw the real¬ 
ist philosophy of international relations to hold—that the world, 
imperfect as it is from the rational point of view, is the result of 
forces inherent in human nature. To improve the world one must 
work with those forces, not against them. This being inherently a 
world of opposing interests and of conflict among them, moral prin¬ 
ciples can never be fully realized, but must at best be approximated 
through the ever temporary balancing of interests and the ever 
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precarious settlement of conflicts. Conservatism, then, sees in a sys¬ 
tem of checks and balances a universal principle for all pluralist 
societies. It appeals to historic precedent rather than abstract prin¬ 
ciples and aims at the realization of the lesser evil rather than of the 
absolute good. 

A good case can be made, it seems to me, in favor of the proposi¬ 
tion that this conservatism of philosophy and method presents po¬ 
litical reality as it ought to be presented and deals with it as it ought 
to be dealt with. I have argued that case more than a decade ago in 
Scientific Man vs. Poveer Politics^ when, I might say in passing, it 
was not fashionable but most unwelcome to argue the conservative 
side of political philosophy and method. 

On the other hand, the conserv’^ativc view of the purposes of 
politics endows the status quo with a special dignity and seeks to 
maintain and improve it. This conservatism lives in the best of all 
possible worlds, and, if it can conceive of a different world at all, 
it finds that world not in the future but in the past, a golden age to 
be restored. That conservatism has its natural political environment 
in Europe; it has no place in the American tradition of politics. 
Europe, in contrast to America, has knovv n classes, determined by 
heredity or otherwise sharply and permanently defined in compo¬ 
sition and social status, which have had a stake in defending the 
present status quo or restoring an actual or fictitious status quo of 
the past. But for the defense or restoration of what status quo could 
the American conservative fight? For private power, state’s rights, 
the abolition of the income tax, exclusive male suffrage, nullification, 
slavery, or perhaps the British monarchy? The absurdity of this 
rhetorical question illustrates the absurdity of the conservative posi¬ 
tion in terms of purposes w ithin the context of American politics. 

The great issues of American politics concern neither the preser¬ 
vation of the present nor the restoration of the past but the creation, 
without reference to either, of the future. American politics does 
not defend the past and present against the future but one kind of 
future against another kind of future. While in philosophy and 
method conservatism is the most potent single influence in American 
politics, the purposes of our politics from the very beginning were 
unique and revolutionary, not only in the narrow political sense, but 
also in the more general terms of being oblivious to tradition. They 
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have so remained throughout, only temporarily disfigured by periods 
which were dominated by a conservatism of purpose and, hence, in 
the context of American politics spelled stagnation. In other words, 
the point of reference of American politics has never been the 
present, and only in a historically inconsequential way has it been 
the past. 

In the past, the United States could afford such intermittent 
periods of stagnation; for the world around it, relatively speaking, 
stagnated too, and, more importantly, when the United States moved 
forward again it set the pace for the world and in many respects 
left it behind. Today it is the world that moves ahead and the United 
States which is being left behind. All around us the world is in 
violent transformation. The political revolution has destroyed the 
state system, w’hich for half a millennium had provided the political 
girders for Western civilization, and has brought to the fore two 
superpowers threatening each other and the world with destruction. 
At the same time it has dissolved the old order of empire into the 
anarchy of scores of feeble sovereignties, whose uncontrolled fric¬ 
tions may well provide the sparks for the ultimate conflagration. 
A succession of technological revolutions has virtually eliminated 
the elements of time and space from this globe and, by adding to 
the numerical superiority of the so-called backward peoples the 
social and military potential of modem industry, challenges Western 
civilization from still another quarter. Finally, the moral revolution 
of totalitarianism denies the basic values upon which Western civi¬ 
lization has been built and, as bolshevism, attracts millions of people 
throughout the world to its militant support. 

How have we reacted to this triple challenge? We have reacted 
by a conservatism of stagnation, which is not only oblivious of the 
revolutionary dynamism of our national tradition but also self- 
defeating as a weapon in the international contest in which the nation 
is engaged. We have projected the antirevolutionary and conserva¬ 
tive image of our national task and destiny onto the international 
scene, seeing in the political, technological, and moral ferment of the 
world but the evil cflFects of the cunning obstinacy of the doomed 
leaders of bolshevism. Unwilling to adjust the comforting and flat¬ 
tering picture we have formed of our national life to the national 
realities, we proceeded to adjust the international realities to that pic- 
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ture. Thus we are looking at a world which appears in need of im¬ 
provement, adjustment, and reform, but not of radical, unheard-of 
change. The world cries out for transformations commensurate in 
their revolutionary novelty with the revolutions that threaten it; it 
cries out for political imagination, audacity, and the risky experiment. 
What we are offering it is nothing but stagnation, masquerading in 
the garb of a utopian conservatism. Faced with the moral and virtual¬ 
ly certain danger that soon a great number of nations will have atomic 
weapons, we continue the old game of disarmament negotiations, 
which is no longer good even for purposes of propaganda. Our poli¬ 
cies in Europe and Asia are stagnant; we continue unwilling either to 
change the status quo of which we disapprove or to recognize it. 
Latin America has become our forgotten back yard which we think 
we can take for granted. Asia, the Middle East, and Africa are for us 
primarily opportunities for the conclusion of military alliances and 
the expenditure of m<mey for ill-defined purposes. 

In consequence of underestimating the revolutionary tradition of 
our society and the revolutionary nature of the world with which 
we must come to terms, we have made underestimation of the Soviet 
Union a national habit of mind. All the evidence of the Russian 
capabilities, from General Guillaume’s “Soviet Arms and Soviet 
Power,” published in 1949 by the Infantry Journal^ to our own in¬ 
telligence reports, made no impression upon the oflicial mind; for 
if it had, we would have had to discard a whole philosophy which 
we are mistaking for our way of life. 

This retreat into a stagnant conservatism has been accompanied 
by a retreat from government itself. This is not surprising, since the 
conservative commitment to holding the line, to keeping things as 
they are in domestic and foreign policy, required less of an expendi¬ 
ture of energy and of ideas than dynamic and imaginative policies 
do. That this atrophy of government, inevitably resulting from the 
atrophy of its purposes, has been acutely aggravated by the lapse of 
leadership at the top is too obvious to require elaboration; but it 
might be pointed out that that lapse of leadership was, in turn, made 
possible and perhaps even temporarily tolerable by that decline in 
purpose. 

When we speak of the atrophy of government, we obviously do 


288 



The Decline of Democratic Government 


not refer to the quantity of institutions and their activities which 
go by the name of government; for there has been no decline of 
those. What we have in mind is a subtle quality which is vital to a 
democratic government: its quality as a teacher and leader. In its 
absence the government cannot govern in a truly democratic fashion, 
that is, with the freely given consent of the governed. Modern gov¬ 
ernment-democratic or non-democratic—is not merely the formu¬ 
lation and execution of policies. It is also and necessarily the creation 
of public consent for the policies formulated and to be executed. 
In non-democratic societies this consent is created by the govern¬ 
ment’s monopolistic manipulation of the mass media of communi¬ 
cation. Democracies create it ideally through the free interplay of 
plural opinions and interests, out of which the consensus of the 
majority emerges. 

From these different conceptions of consent two different atti¬ 
tudes toward secrecy and truth follow. A non-democratic govern¬ 
ment can afford to conceal and misrepresent because there are no 
autonomous social forces which could expose it to scrutiny and 
propose factual and political alternatives. Under certain conditions, 
it will even be compelled to conceal and misrepresent because it will 
have no other way to create consent for its policy. A democratic 
government, while having an obvious advantage in the contest of 
opinion, ideally at least cannot afford nor does it need to conceal 
and misrepresent. A responsible parliament and an alert public opin¬ 
ion force it to lay its cards on the table or at the very least check 
the government version of the truth against their own. And the 
assumption of democratic pluralism that neither the government nor 
anybody else has a monopoly of truth in matters political minimizes 
the temptation for the government to impose its version upon soci¬ 
ety by concealment and misrepresentation. 

It is the measure of the decline of democratic government in the 
United States that the administration has—not on occasion but con¬ 
sistently-concealed from the people and its elected representatives 
information in both the most vital and the most trivial matters and 
misrepresented the truth known to it. While the administration was 
aware of the deterioration of American power in comparison with 
that of the Soviet Union, its most eminent spokesmen assured us time 
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and again that our strength vis-a-vis the Soviet Union was unim¬ 
paired if not actually increased. What we were told officially was, 
at best, but a hint of the actual state of affairs. To speak of very triv¬ 
ial things in passing, the American people have not been allowed to 
learn v hat present the king of Saudi Arabia gave the President on 
his visit in January, 1957. 

Secrecy and misrepresentation, not as occasional aberrations but 
as a system of government, arc in our case intimately related to the 
atrophy of government of which we have spoken earlier. The ad¬ 
ministration, philosophically and politically committed to stagnation 
and, hence, unable to lead and educate, has put appearance in the 
place of substance. Thus it is not by accident that the techniques of 
advertising have so thoroughly replaced the processes of free dis¬ 
cussion in the relations between government and people. Judged by 
the standards of advertising, the result has been gratifying. The ad¬ 
ministration has been popular, and the people have been happy. Yet 
judged by the standards of the American destiny and survival, the 
result has been disquieting in the extreme. We witness the beginning 
of a crisis of confidence in the administration, and we must beware 
lest it turn into a crisis of confidence in the democratic processes 
themselves. 

Before men want to be governed well, they want to be governed. 
Before they choose betu een good and bad policies, they want some 
policies to choose from. Regardless of the course they want the ship 
of state to take, they w ant to be sure that a strong hand is at the 
helm. The great revolutions of the modern age—from the French 
Revolution of 1789 through the two Russian revolutions of 1917 
and the Fascist revolutions in Italy and Germany to the Chinese 
revolution of the forties—were carried forward by men who were 
dismayed, not only at being governed badly, but also and more im¬ 
portantly at not being governed enough. These revolutions owed 
their success to the determination and ability of their leaders to 
seize powder, to hold it, and to use it to govern perhaps badly but 
firmly. The modern masses have risen in despair and fury not against 
some particular policy but against the weakness of government, re¬ 
flected in spectacular failures. 

Of the failures which are likely to be in store for us, we have had 
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only a first and very partial glimpse. We are but at the beginning 
of our disillusions, frustrations, and tribulations. Faced with this 
crisis in its fortunes, as taxing as any it has experienced, the nation 
certainly stands in need of sound policies. What it needs more is a 
government that restores its sense of mission, that galvanizes its 
latent energies by giving them a purpose, that, in short, acts as the 
guardian of the nation’s past and an earnest of its future. The nation 
has no such government now. 
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ACTION 

The Integrity of Political Action 


A.S THE autonomy of the political sphere must be pro¬ 
tected from the encroachments of other spheres of action, so must 
its integrity be safeguarded against corruption from within. This 
conflict between integrity and corruption creates the classic dilemma 
of democratic politics. The democracy of ancient Greece fell victini 
to it, and we suffer from it, unwilling to face it and, if for no other 
reason, unable to cope with it. Stripped to their essentials, the two 
horns of the dilemma are the demands of right political action in 
terms of the action’s justice and success and the demands of political 
power in terms of the actor’s personal success, which depends in 
good measure upon the approval of a largely ignorant and emotional 
public. In one word, this is the dilemma between statesmanlike and 
demagogic action. 

It is the essence of the dilemma that in a democracy it is at the 
very best difficult and hazardous to satisfy these two demands simul¬ 
taneously and that, especially in the short run, it is frequently im¬ 
possible to do so. The right political action—right in terms of the 
justice of ends and means and of the expediency of means—is likely 
to be unpopular and, hence, endanger the actor’s political power, and 
the latter requires to be safeguarded by action which, while popular. 
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is likely to be unsound. Funherniore, the soundness of a policy, in 
so far as it is revealed by its success, frequently becomes apparent 
only in the long run, w hile the demands of personal power must be 
satisfied in the short run. As Machiavelli put it: 

Here we have to note tw^o things; first, that the people often, deceived 
by an illusive good, desire their own ruin, and, unless they are made sensi¬ 
ble of the evil of the one and the benefit of the other course by some one in 
whom they have confidence, they will expose the republic to infinite peril 
and damage. And if it happens that the people have no confidence in any 
one, as sometimes wdll be the case when they have been deceived before 
by events or men, then it w^ill inevitably lead to the ruin of the state. Dante 
says upon this point in his discourse “On Monarchy,” that the people often 
shout, “Life to our death, and death to our life!” It is this want of con¬ 
fidence on the part of the people that causes good measures to be often re¬ 
jected in republics.... If w^e consider now what is easy and what difficult 
to persuade a people to, we may make this distinction: either what you 
wish to persuade them to represents at first sight gain or loss, or it seems 
brave or cowardly. And if you propose to them anything that upon its face 
seems profitable and courageous, though there be really a loss concealed 
under it which may involve the ruin of the republic, the multitude will 
ever be most easily persuaded to it. But if the measure proposed seems 
doubtful and likely to cause loss, then it will be difficult to persuade the 
people to it, even though the benefit and welfare of the republic w^re con¬ 
cealed under it.^ 

The actor, having to strike a balance between two demands, none 
of which he is able to satisfy fully, is forced by the very logic of the 
democratic process, if he w ere not already by the propensities of 
his human nature, to yield to the demands of personal power more 
than to those of right political action. For if he were to act other¬ 
wise he w ould thereby jeopardize his very ability to act at all on the 
political stage: his personal power. Starting out with a compromise 
between the demands of sound policy and the demands of personal 
powder, he is tempted to follow what appears in the short run to be 
the line of least resistance, by sacrificing more and more of the sub¬ 
stance of sound policy to considerations of personal power. This 
process of corruption, particularly far advanced in foreign policy, 
puts into question the very survival of democratic government. 

^ Discourses on Livy i. 53. 
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The crisis of American politics, domestic and 
international, and the prevailing unawareness of its gravity and of 
its very existence are rooted in two misunderstandings and misuses 
of American democracy. They affect the very essence of demo¬ 
cratic government. One concerns the position and functions of the 
President; the other, the relationship between the requirements of 
sound policy and the will of the majority. The major weaknesses of 
American policies can be traced to one or the other or both of these 
misunderstandings and misuses. 

Democratic government is government by popular choice—choice 
of men and, through it, choice of policy. A government that can 
keep itself in pow er regardless of the preferences of the people is 
not democratic at all; a government whose choice by the people 
does not also imply a choice of policy is but imperfectly so. It fol¬ 
lows that a perfectly democratic system of government must be 
partisan government in the sense that those who have been elected 
to govern stand for one set of policies and those who have been 
rejected at the polls are committed to another set of policies. The 
candidates for office have been judged by the policies wdth which 
they are identified and by their ability to carry them through, and 
at the next elections they wdll again be judged by these criteria. 

The government of the United States, as presently constituted 
on its highest level, is not perfectly democratic. The President w'as 
re-elected in 1956, not because he stood for specific policies which 
the electorate preferred to those of his opponent, but because he w^as 
committed only to general aspirations shared by all men of good 
will. It is exactly this lack of partisanship, this commitment to un¬ 
exceptional generalities which imply no commitment to anything 
concrete in terms of policy, which made him into the incarnation 
of the nation’s better self, the symbol of its nobler longings. Thus 
he was re-elected, not on the strength of particular foreign policies 
executed or proposed, but as a symbol of the nation’s longing for 
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peace, as the man who had brought peace to Korea and would pre¬ 
serve it elsewhere. 

This popular image of the President reflects Mr. Eisenhower’s 
own conception of the Presidency in theory and practice. Supported 
by an optimistic philosophy, unaware of man’s propensities for evil 
and the tragic dilemmas of human existence, he has limited himself, 
by and large, to the enunciation of general principles, leaving the 
political task of their implementation to subordinates or to nobody 
in particular. His interest in factual information and day-by-day ad¬ 
ministration has been sporadic, and his intervention in the formation 
of policy has generally been reserved for crisis situations. Thus the 
President, by divorcing his person and his oflice from the partisan¬ 
ship of politics, has transformed the character of politics itself. Poli¬ 
tics has lost its fanatical partisanship and bitter animosities, and the 
warming benevolence of a President who appears to be above poli¬ 
tics envelops the nation as in a union sacree. 

It is the fatal weakness of Mr. Eisenhower’s contribution to the 
substance of American foreign policy that it is informed by the 
same philosophy of abstention, conciliation, and pacifleation as is his 
domestic one. Conciliation and pacification as ends in themselves 
can, under certain circumstances, be virtues at home; they are, ex¬ 
cept under the rarest of circumstances, vices abroad. And one may 
well speculate whether the price the nation will have to pay in the 
long run even for its present domestic tranquillity in terms of moral 
stagnation, intellectual sterility, issues unrecognized, and problems 
unsolved will not turn out to be vastly excessive. 

The price we must pay for international tranquillity as an end in 
itself is not a matter of speculation but of historic experience. Op¬ 
timistic assumptions about human nature may be able to support for 
a while domestic policies carried on in a civilized Western society. 
They are bound to be disappointed on the international scene. For 
here conciliation and peace can hardly ever be ends in themselves 
but must be sought as the by-product of a political settlement which 
actually reconciles antagonistic interests and thereby deprives the 
parties concerned of the incentive to seek redress by force. At home 
and abroad, the President’s philosophy spells avoidance of problems, 
abstention from action, tranquillity as an end in itself. Yet what can 
be tolerated in the short run at home—for here the agencies for 
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thought and action other than the President continuously operate 
on behalf of the United States—becomes a mortal danger abroad. 
For if the United States does not reflect on the problems that con¬ 
cern it and does not try to solve them on its own terms, the enemies 
of the United States do so reflect and act. International peace and 
tranquillity achieved at the price of abstention from thought and 
action, then, are tantamount to retreat and surrender. 

The new conception of the Presidency not only impairs the free¬ 
dom of choice at democracy’s decisive moment—the presidential 
elections—and leads to impotence in its application to foreign policy 
but it also impairs the day-by-day democratic processes by destroy¬ 
ing the functions of the opposition. Historically, that destruction has 
manifested itself as the corruption of bipartisanship in foreign policy. 
Bipartisanship, as originally conceived at the end of the Second World 
War, carried the negative implication that a foreign policy ought 
not to be opposed by one party for the sole reason that the Presi¬ 
dent and Secretary of State belonging to the other party were carry¬ 
ing it out. In positive terms, bipartisanship implied that the opposi¬ 
tion party should support sound foreign policies and oppose un¬ 
sound ones, regardless of the party affiliation of those cariying them 
out. Conceived in these terms, bipartisanship recognized the ele¬ 
mental fact that the consequences of foreign policy are not limited, 
as are those of many domestic ones, to a particular segment of the 
population identified with one or the other party, but affect the 
whole nation for generations to come. Bipartisanship drew from this 
fact the sound and indispensable conclusion that party strife for its 
own sake must stop at the point where the whole nation meets other 
nations in defense of its interests and its very existence. 

However, bipartisanship, as originally conceived, never did im¬ 
ply that the opposition should not oppose when opposition appeared 
justified by the demerits of the foreign policy pursued. Nor did it im¬ 
ply that the opposition should forego what is not only its privilege 
but also its mission, whose fulfilment is indispensable for the proper 
functioning of the democratic process: to submit alternative policies 
for the administration to adopt or else for the people to support by 
changing the administration. An opposition that does not perform 
these two functions deprives the people in yet another way of that 
choice of policies essential to democracy. 
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This is indeed what the opposition was doing during Mr. Eisen¬ 
hower’s first tenn. It abdicated its mission, confounding bipartisan¬ 
ship with conformity. What did its titular head and its leaders in 
Congress contribute to public enlightenment, to the clarification of 
the issues, to intellectual and political pressure upon the administra¬ 
tion? What the policy of the British Labour party w^as in successive 
international crises we know. But what w as the policy of the Demo¬ 
cratic party of the United States? The answer is simple and disquiet¬ 
ing: there w^as no such policy. Nor is the picture that the mass media 
of communication present much more reassuring. A very few nota¬ 
ble exceptions notwithstanding, the abdication of judgment and will 
of the political opposition was duplicated here. Everybody seemed 
to emulate the President’s example and rise above politics, sharing 
in the nobility of his sentiments and general objectives. The result is 
national unity, paid for w ith the lifeblood of the democratic process. 
For this is not the unity of a people who, after weighing the alter¬ 
natives, have decided w hat they want and how to get w^hat they 
want. It is rather like a fog that makes us all brothers in blindness. 

Yet among those w hose duty it is to lead by criticizing and pro¬ 
posing—the public officials, politicians, correspondents, columnists, 
commentators, academicians—the failure is one of w ill rather than of 
judgment. Of those who keep silent or speak only by indirection so 
great as to confuse the ignorant and to be intelligible only to the in¬ 
formed, the great majority know- the awful truth. Why is it that 
during Mr. lusenhower’s first term none of the policy-makers w^ho 
express their misgivings and forebodings freely in private raised his 
voice in anguish or resigned in protest? And wdiat of all the others 
who have to risk much less? They have all become the victims of the 
official conception of the Presidency, wffiich allows only of whis¬ 
pered hints as some isolated deficiency here and there and must re¬ 
gard political attack and even frank debate, the very dynamics of 
democracy, as a sacrilege against the spirit of the nation, incarnate as 
it is in the person of the President. 

The debilitating effect wffiich a new conception of the Presidency 
and the corruption of bipartisanship reflecting it has had upon the 
foreign policy of the United States is, in turn, reflected and ag¬ 
gravated by a new^ conception of the office of the Secretary of State 
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and a new method of gaining public and, more particularly, con¬ 
gressional support in the conduct of foreign policy. 

Mr. Dulles’ conception of his office in one respect curiously du¬ 
plicates Mr. Eisenhower’s conception of the Presidency: both con¬ 
ceive of their offices as being divorced from the day-by-day opera¬ 
tions of policy formation and execution. What Gettysburg and 
Augusta are for the President, all the capitals of the world are for 
the Secretary of State: respectable escapes from the daily responsi¬ 
bilities of government. Here, however, the analogy ends. For while 
Mr. Dulles has shut himself off from the regular departmental chan¬ 
nels of information and advice, he has kept a monopoly on major 
policy decisions and has taken an unprecedentedly large part in cer¬ 
tain phases of their execution, so large a part as to keep him from his 
desk for about one-third of his tenure of office. The results have 
been unfortunate in four different respects. 

The Secretary of State has been unable to perform adequately the 
very functions of policy formation which he considers his exclusive 
prerogative. Not even the wisest and most experienced of secretaries 
of state can afford to dispense with the information and advice of 
his subordinates; and the most traveled of secretaries of state can 
afford it even less. The great abilities and greater self-confidence of 
Mr. Dulles have not compensated for this deficiency. In conse¬ 
quence, Mr. Dulles has not had the time or the incentive, in terms of 
new knowledge and new ideas, to deal constructively with the dras¬ 
tic changes that have occurred in recent years on the international 
scene. This is one of the reasons why his tenure of office has been 
outstanding not for bold initiative and innovation in policy but 
rather for the virtually mechanical continuation of established rou¬ 
tines long after they had served their purpose. 

Mr. Dulles’ assumption of the role of roving ambassador and ubiq¬ 
uitous negotiator has impaired the performance of his functions in 
yet another way. There is great wisdom, reflecting the nature of 
things, in the tradition that requires the head of the foreign office to 
stay at home and reflect and decide, and the ambassadors to go 
abroad and negotiate. This division of labor not only frees the head 
of the foreign office from preoccupation with details obstructing his 
over-all view of foreign relations but also protects him from in¬ 
volvement in the intrigues, indiscretions, and commitments insepa- 
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Table from the routine of diplomacy. Mr. Dulles, by doing what am¬ 
bassadors arc supposed to do, has not been able to do the job only 
he could have done. Furthermore, he has wasted the prestige of his 
office on a multitude of minutiae, magnifying them far beyond their 
intrinsic importance. He owes his unpopularity abroad and the for¬ 
eign mistrust of his word in good measure to that assumption of 
functions which no Secretary of State ought to assume. 

The Secretary of State has also been unable to exert effective con¬ 
trol over his department on behalf of his own policies. Mr. Dulles 
has sought to carry the formation of policy in his own head and 
leave the implementation of the policy through day-by-day admin¬ 
istration and execution to subordinates. Yet in actual performance 
policy formation cannot be so neatly separated from implementa¬ 
tion, and those who control the day-by-day operations of the De¬ 
partment uncontrolled by the Secretary become, by the very logic 
of their functions, makers of policy on their own. The permanent 
functional and frequent physical separation of the Secretary from 
the Department has transformed the top echelon of his subordinates 
into a sort of collective leadership performing the institutional func¬ 
tions of the Secretary without his pennanent control and without his 
authority. Thus the undersecretary of state, the counselor, the legal 
adviser, certain deputy undersecretaries and assistant secretaries, sev¬ 
erally or collectively, have been carrying out functions which only 
the Secretary should perform and can perform successfully. 

Such a state of affairs is fraught with danger under the best of 
circumstances, that is, when the Secretary and his immediate sub¬ 
ordinates see eye to eye on policy; for it is bound to result in mis¬ 
understandings, misinterpretations, disorganization, and the inco¬ 
herence of policies. However, the circumstances under which Mr. 
Dulles’ system has operated were never of the best. For reasons that 
shall be discussed in a moment, Mr. Dulles frequently appointed to 
key positions in his department men who were out of sympathy 
with his own policies. This being so, it is but natural that in the 
process of execution the Secretary’s policies were often infused with 
the spirit of their opponents. The Secretary’s policies were some¬ 
times so completely perverted by his subordinates that deliberate 
sabotage provides the only plausible explanation. 

The effects of this situation were clear to see in the Suez crisis of 
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November, 1956. The Department of State ceased to function as the 
instrument of a viable American foreign policy. It split into two fac¬ 
tions, committed to radically different and mutually exclusive poli¬ 
cies. One faction looked at the trend of American foreign policy 
with alarm and despair. The other faction welcomed that trend, be¬ 
ing in good measure of its own making, with enthusiastic expecta¬ 
tions. One day, one faction seemed to prevail; another day, the 
other, and there was nobody above them to mold out of the welter 
of opinion a foreign policy capable of execution and promising 
success. 

These weaknesses were compounded by the revival of a propen¬ 
sity, which has at times exerted a strong influence upon the conduct 
of American foreign policy, to look at foreign policy with a law¬ 
yer’s eye and to manipulate it with a lawyer’s tools. It would cer¬ 
tainly be preposterous to suggest that lawyers cannot make great 
statesmen and diplomatists; the pages of history are full of them. 
But those lawyers were transfoiTned by their political experience 
into something more than lawyers; they were able to transcend the 
limits of their craft. It is the strength and weakness of Mr. Dulles 
that he has brought to his office a first-rate legal mind which excels 
in negotiations and in deft maneuver but fails in the constructive 
tasks of statesmanship. For the lawyer’s mind is uncongenial to these 
tasks. 

The lawyer sees reality dissolved into a sequence of isolated 
“cases,” each to be dealt with on its “merits.” Thus Great Britain and 
France committed “aggression” against Egypt and must not be al¬ 
lowed to get away with it. Little does it matter that this “case” has a 
history which antedates the invasion of Egypt and that it will make 
history long after the last British and French soldiers have left Egyp¬ 
tian territory. Let us first close this “case” by restoring the pre-inva¬ 
sion status quo, and we shall then turn to the next “case” if and when 
it arises. The subject matter with which the lawyer thus endeavors 
to deal being a continuum of wiiich the particular “case” is an 
organic and inseparable element, the lawyer’s method is singularly 
inadequate to deal with it. Its political manifestations are the con¬ 
ception of policy as the reaction to the initiative of others; impro¬ 
visation, since before a “case” arises there is nothing to be done; 
aversion to long-range planning, since the scope of action is limited 
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by the dimensions of the “case” and when the “case” is settled action 
must await another “case.” 

The lawyer is particularly averse to long-range planning that en¬ 
tails risks and requires daring because he has been conditioned in 
dealing with his clients—and is not the government just another 
client?—to chart a course that avoids trouble, minimizes risks, and 
is plainly calculable. He plans foreign policy as he would plan an 
estate. Examining a plan for action, he sets himself the task of find¬ 
ing its faults in terms of these criteria, and he cannot help finding 
them in any plan for international action. For such is the nature of 
foreign policy that success must be paid for with troubles, risks, and 
the threat of the unknown. To be fearful of that price means to do 
nothing, and the lawyer’s caution becomes the paralysis of the 
statesman. 

These deficiencies which have sapped the strength of American 
foreign policy are overshadowed in lasting importance by a di¬ 
lemma which is, as it were, built into the constitutional and political 
system of the United States: how to reconcile the requirements of 
sound foreign policy w^ith the requirement of popular and, more 
particularly, congressional support. The problem of how to recon¬ 
cile these two factors which in the nature of things cannot be fully 
reconciled has bedeviled the conduct of American foreign policy 
since Washington’s day. For, if American statesmen go too far in 
complying with the requirements of sound foreign policy, they arc 
likely to lose the support of opinion at home; if they go too far in 
accommodating that opinion at the expense of what sound foreign 
policy requires, they risk jeopardizing the interests of the country 
and thus in the long run the support of opinion as well. 

The task of the statesman, then, is twofold: to impress upon the 
people the requirements of sound foreign policy by telling them the 
facts of political life and what they require of the nation, and then 
to strike a compromise w^hich leaves the essence of a sound foreign 
policy intact. It must be said, and it is being said with deep regret 
by one who expected great things in this regard from the co-opera¬ 
tion between an immensely popular President and an experienced 
and skilful Secretary of State, that the Eisenhower administration has 
failed in both tasks. It is this failure which is in good measure re¬ 
sponsible for the sterility of American foreign policy, for the dis- 
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asters which have befallen and threaten it, and for the popular igno¬ 
rance of the bearing of these disasters upon the future of America 
and of the world. 

That the administration has failed to educate the people hardly 
needs to be argued. Official statements have been consistently at 
odds with the facts and their import for the interests and policies of 
the United States. Let anyone make a compilation of the official 
statements about the Suez Canal crisis and compare them with the 
facts as reported by the same newspapers! Let anyone undertake a 
history of world affairs since 1953, using only ojSicial statements and 
forgetting everything else he knows, and what a melange of fiction 
and caricature we would get! In one word, the public relations ex¬ 
pert has taken over from the statesman. 

In the task of fashioning a compromise between the requirements 
of foreign policy and the preferences of public opinion, the admin¬ 
istration has likew ise failed. The Secretary of State has been haunted 
by the memory of his able and high-minded predecessor w ho failed 
in this task because he failed to marshal public opinion in support of 
sound policies and compounded his failure when in the end he even 
embraced unsound ones w'ithout gaining popular support. Mr. Dulles 
resolved not to repeat that failure. Instead of heeding Sir William 
Harcourt’s advice that “political heads of departments are necessary 
to tell the civil service w hat the public will not stand,” thus approach¬ 
ing the public with a sound and settled policy, he w^ould first get 
popular and, more particularly, congressional support at whatever 
cost in policy commitments and then, wath the home front secure, 
face the nations of the w^orld with the right policies. The plan w as 
ingenious but doomed to failure on two counts. Its success was pred¬ 
icated upon the possibility of appeasing the opponents of American 
foreign policy as it had developed since 1939, and that possibility 
never existed. No concession could reconcile these men to the 
active involvement of the United States in the affairs of the w^orld, 
to its risks, liabilities, opportunities, and rewards. They had to be 
disarmed and neutralized, not appeased. Yet by trying to appease 
them, Mr. Dulles destroyed the very instrument without which no 
foreign policy could be successfully pursued, his own department, 
and narrow ed his freedom of action to such an extent as to foreclose 
any fresh initiative, any creative response to novel situations. 
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The destruction of the Department of State proceeded in two 
stages: the elimination of most of the able and experienced members 
of its higher ranks and the appointment to key positions of men 
whose main qualification was sympathy with the philosophy and 
policies of the irrreconcilable opposition. Thus foreign aid was ad¬ 
ministered by a man who did not believe in foreign aid; the Refugee 
Act was administered by a man who did not believe in immigration; 
some key men in the Far Eastern Division do not believe in nego¬ 
tiations with Communist China; and the only visible qualification of 
one undersecretary of state for his eminent position was the Hoover 
name which evokes memories dear to the opposition. The purpose 
of these appointments was to commit the opposition to the support 
of the foreign policies of the administration. Actually they commit¬ 
ted a powerful group within the Department to the support of op¬ 
position policies. The opposition, far from giving hostages to Mr. 
Dulles, imprisoned him in a cell of old ideas and old policies from 
which he could not move when momentous opportunities for fresh 
initiatives—the atomic stalemate, the new Soviet policies, the stir¬ 
rings of Asia and Africa, the disintegration of the alliances, the rise 
of Germany and Japan—knocked at the door. 

What of the remedy? What of the cure? The cure is as grand and 
simple as the disease is stark and simple. 

It is for the President to reassert his historic role as both the initiator of 
policy and the awakener of public opinion. It is true that only a strong, 
wise, and shrewd President can marshal to the support of wise policies the 
strength and wisdom latent in that slumbering giant—American public 
opinion. Yet while it is true that great men have rarely been elected Presi¬ 
dent of the United States, it is upon that greatness, which is the greatness 
of its people personified, that the United States, from Washington to 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, has had to rely in the conduct of its foreign affairs. 
It is upon that greatness that Western Civilization must rely for its survival. 

Those words we addressed in 1949 to Mr. Eisenhower’s prede¬ 
cessor. If they were true then they are true today. Will Mr. Eisen¬ 
hower heed their truth? Will he ever know that it exists? 
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Of the surrender of sound principles of policy to 
the pressures of demagogic politics and the resulting corruption of 
the democratic processes, the security policies of the United States, 
culminating in the years 1953-55, provide an extreme example. It is 
possible to explain the security system of the President’s Executive 
Order 10450 of April 27, 1953—which incidentally the Eisenhower 
administration inherited and perfected but did not create—psycho¬ 
logically as a reaction to the laxity preceding it; it is impossible to 
defend it on rational and empirical grounds. We are faced with the 
stark fact, which the scholar cannot evade, that well-meaning and 
otherwise intelligent men were joined by the great majority of the 
people in embracing a philosophy of security, which is in truth a 
mythology, and a policy of security, which is in truth a series of 
ritualistic performances requiring human sacrifices, both completely 
divorced from reality and reason. 

A critical analysis of the security regulations, as applied to the 
Department of State, must answer four basic questions. What is to 
be secured? Against whom is it to be secured? By what means is it 
being secured? What is the cost of security in terms of other goals 
to w'hich the nation is equally committed? 

A security system, in so far as it concerns the Department of State, 
must protect the integrity and secrecy of foreign policy. It has to 
assure, first of all, that the foreign policy of the United States is not 
determined by persons who owe primary loyalty to a foreign power 
and, hence, put its interests above those of the United States. Or, to 
put it in positive terms, it has to assure that those who determine 
American foreign policy are loyal to the United States. If there had 
ever existed, as is widely but falsely believed, in the Department of 
State a pro-Communist clique who deliberately worked for the tri¬ 
umph of communism in China, a security system would have to 
prevent such a situation from repeating itself. 

It must, however, be said that the very mechanics by which the 
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foreign policy of the United States is conducted make it extremely 
unlikely that such a situation could ever arise. The formation of 
American foreign policy is characterized by a diffusion so extreme 
as to border on chaos. The determination of American foreign pol¬ 
icy is subject to a multitude of influences, not only from within the 
Department of State, but also from a great number of executive 
agencies w hich are directly or indirectly concerned with the con¬ 
duct of foreign policy. To them must be added the—often decisive- 
influence that l)Oth houses of Congress exert upon the conduct of 
American foreign policy. A multitude of people, typically organized 
in committees, on all levels of the governmental hierarchy are con¬ 
tinuously called upon to analyze a certain political situation and to 
propose a policy dealing with it. Out of that welter of divergent 
opinions, certain basic propositions are slowdy distilled which arc 
submitted to the President for final approval. It is only wdien the 
President has spoken with the ultimate authority of his office, not 
infrequently choosing among alternative policies, that the foreign 
policy of the United States has been determined. 

Given this diffuse process of policy formation, no one foreign 
agent, how ever highly placed, could deflect the foreign policy of the 
United States from its national course. For his advice favoring a for¬ 
eign pow er would be counteracted by the multitude of loyal officials 
who also participate in the process of policy formation. For a for¬ 
eign power to subvert the foreign policy of the United States, a 
netw'ork of agents is needed strategically located not only in the 
Department of State but also in the other governmental establish¬ 
ments, such as the White House and the National Security Council, 
which arc directly concerned with the determination of American 
foreign policy. No foreign power was able to establish such a net¬ 
work when American public opinion was hardly aware of the prob¬ 
lem of security and when security regulations were extremely lax. 
It is important in this context to remind ourselves that there is no 
evidence to suggest that any of the officials who were concerned 
wdth the conduct of American foreign policy and whose pro-Com- 
niunist sympathies have been proven have been able, or have even 
attempted, to influence American foreign policy in favor of a for¬ 
eign nation. 

The classic activity of the foreign agent, at least in popular imag- 
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ination, is indeed not the determination of policy but the transmis¬ 
sion of secrets. The prototype of the foreign agent is the spy. Not 
only public opinion but all governments assume that espionage is an 
enterprise worthwhile for all. Hence, they embark upon espionage 
for themselves and endeavor to protect themselves against the es¬ 
pionage of others. However, this assumption, at least as it concerns 
foreign policy in contrast to military dispositions and planning, is 
open to radical doubt. 

It stands, of course, to reason that genuine military secrets must 
be protected. The quality and quantity of weapons, the disposition 
of the armed forces, war plans, and codes fall into that category. In 
so far as the operations of the Department of State deal with such 
military secrets, they require protection on military grounds. Secret- 
service operations with which the Department of State concerns it¬ 
self must be protected on similar grounds. The considerations of the 
problem of secrecy in the Department of State that follow, then, 
apply exclusively to foreign policy proper. 

I was once told by an official of the Department of State that from 
his long experience he could remember only two documents the 
transmission of which would have been advantageous to a foreign 
power. From my own much more limited experience, I do not re¬ 
member a single top-secret document, let alone any document of a 
lower security classification, the knowledge of which would have 
been advantageous to a foreign power. 1 would go so far as to say 
that if a foreign power would gain knowledge of all the classified 
documents I have seen or written, such knowledge might be advan¬ 
tageous to the United States rather than to that power, provided it 
would be advantageous to the United States to confound a foreign 
power as to the nature of our foreign policy and its future course. 
As concerns espionage with regard to foreign policy in general, it is 
hardly more than a racket, engaged in by shady characters fre¬ 
quently working both sides of the street. The typical information 
thus obtained is either phony, irrelevant, or public property. 

That this cannot be otherwise, a consideration of foreign policy, 
especially as it must be practiced under present world conditions, 
will make obvious. The great lines of action which the foreign poli¬ 
cies of the great powers are likely to take are predetermined by their 
respective national interests as they are rationally defined by the small 
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group which ultimately decides upon the course of action. This has 
always been so and is so today. The Cold War has, however, im¬ 
posed a peculiar rigidity upon the foreign policies of the great pow¬ 
ers, which leaves very" little room for maneuver in the implementa¬ 
tion of their respective national interests. Given this situation, there 
can be hardly any secrets which rational analysis could not detect 
but which espionage would be able to uncover. In order to know 
w hat Chinese policy with regard to Korea or Formosa is likely to 
be, it is not necessary, and probably not even expedient, to pilfer the 
secret files of the foreign office in Peiping; it is only necessary to ask 
one’s self what the national interest of China has been with regard 
to these two regions and what it is likely to be as interpreted by the 
present rulers of China. In order to know what the Soviet Union is 
up to w'ith regard to Germany, and vice versa, it is not necessary, 
and will avail little, to have secret agents in the foreign offices of 
Bonn and Moscow. If rational analysis cannot answer our quest, 
nothing else will. 

The security regulations, as applied to the Department of State, 
completely misunderstood the nature of foreign policy and the prob¬ 
lem of security with regard to it. Executive Order 10450 distin¬ 
guishes among different positions in view of their different relevance 
for security but leaves the actual determination of that relevance to 
the officers charged with the enforcement of the executive order 
[Sec. 3 (A) par. 2, (B) par. 1; Sec. 8 (A) 1]. In its application to 
the Department of State that distinction between different degrees 
of sensitivity disappeared. The security policy of the Department 
of State conceived of foreign policy as one vast operation, all ele¬ 
ments of which, from the determination of policy to the washing 
of window^ are equally important in view of their bearing upon 
integrity and secrecy. 

In truth, what needs protection from foreign subversion is not the 
whole process of foreign policy in all its ramifications but only those 
elements of it that, in the nature of things, are capable of being sub¬ 
verted, that is, tliat small area where decisions are actually made and 
w hich has access to military secrets and secret-service operations. 
Secrecy in foreign policy serves not so much the security of the 
United States in tenns of concealment of its plans and operations as 
it protects its officials who must be free to express their opinions 
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without concern for the favorable or unfavorable reaction of out¬ 
siders. If the officials who are engaged in the conduct of foreign 
policy could not rely upon their official actions and expressions of 
opinion being made in confidence, they would at the very least be 
tempted to surrender their own professional judgment of the merits 
of the case to outside pressures, domestic and foreign. In the absence 
of secrecy, an official could not be expected to express his opinions 
about the personnel and policies of a foreign government without 
anticipating the reactions of that government. Nor could he be ex¬ 
pected to express his opinions about the policies of his own govern¬ 
ment without regard for domestic political reactions. 

I'he main purpose of secrecy, then, is the protection of the pro¬ 
fessional integrity of the Foreign Service and affiliated agencies. Se¬ 
curity regulations which seek to protect that professional integrity 
must obviously be different from those which seek to protect the 
United States against the betrayal of official secrets. Security regu¬ 
lations which are completely unaware of the former function but 
animated by an unrealistic assessment of the need for the perform¬ 
ance of the latter are likely to fail in both. More will have to be said 
on this point later on. 

Against whom are the integrity and secrecy of American foreign 
policy to be secured? How can we determine beforehand who is 
likely to be disloyal if participation in the conduct of American for¬ 
eign policy should be intrusted to him? How does, in one word, the 
mark of Cain look, which is supposed to set the prospective traitor 
apart from the mass of loyal citizens? Section 8 of Executive Order 
10450 undertakes to answer that question. It enumerates close to one 
hundred characteristics, any one of which excludes a man from gov¬ 
ernment employment as a security risk, his employment being not 
“clearly consistent with the national security.” Yet that list of char¬ 
acteristics, according to the preamble of Section 8, is not intended 
to be exhaustive but rather to establish general categories to which 
the security officials may add other related ones. 

These characteristics fall into three different categories: 

1. Those which make a person unfit for government service on 
obvious security grounds, such as “commission of any act of sabo¬ 
tage, espionage, treason, or sedition . . .” [Sec. 8 (A) 2]. 

2. Characteristics which make a person unfit for government 
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service in general, without any special reference to security, such as 
“An adjudication of insanity, or treatment for serious mental or 
neurological disorder without satisfactory evidence of cure” [Sec. 8 
(A) l.IV]. 

3. Characteristics the absence of which in the composite reveal a 
picture of the “normal” good American, who alone is w^orthy of 
government employment, such as “any criminal, infamous, dishon¬ 
est, immoral, or notoriously disgraceful conduct, habitual use of in¬ 
toxicants to excess, drug addiction, or sex perversion” [Sec. 8 (A) 
1. III].' 

Here is indeed the crux of the matter. What the security regula¬ 
tions are trying to do in the third category is to localize treason as 
an outstanding but surreptitious evil by making it a function of 
other outstanding but patent evils. In this philosophy a man who has 
deviated drastically in other respects from the moral standards of so¬ 
ciety is more likely to deviate from those moral standards by com¬ 
mitting treason than one who has not so deviated. This assumption 
is illogical to begin wdth, and there is not a shred of empirical evi¬ 
dence to support it. Its illogical character stems from the very na¬ 
ture of treason which is an act of disloyalty committed by a person 
who, in view of his revealed qualities, appears to be deserving of 
trust. If it w^ere possible to identify the prospective traitor by some 
outward quality, the commission of treason would by definition be¬ 
come impossible. That the assumption of a necessary relationship 
between general immorality and the particular immorality of treason 
also is untenable on empirical grounds can be shown by putting the 
following two questions to the empirical test: Are people who de¬ 
viate in a particular respect from the moral standards of society 
more likely to commit treason than others, and are traitors as a type 
likely to be immoral in other respects as well? 

In order to answer the first of these two questions, let us take the 
type of immorality which not only constitutes a particularly radical 
and repulsive violation of “normal” moral standards but by general 
consensus is also most obviously conducive to treason: sexual per¬ 
version. That the homosexual is peculiarly prone to commit crimes 

’ Sonic of these characteristics taken in isolation, such as drug addiction, dis¬ 
qualify a person for government service in general and, hence, belong to the 
second category. 
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under the threat of blackmail is hardly doubted by anyone who 
faces the problem for the first time. Yet neither the histories of di¬ 
plomacy and of treason nor the recollections of practitioners of 
diplomacy, in so far as I could ascertain, contain an instance of a 
homosexual having committed an act of treason under the threat of 
blackmail. 

Nor is there any such evidence with regard to a very mild “devia¬ 
tion,” completely devoid in itself of any negative moral connota¬ 
tion: that of having relatives behind the Iron Curtain. That an offi¬ 
cial who has relatives living behind the Iron Curtain is particularly 
susceptible to committing treason under blackmail sounds on the 
face of it so plausible that it is virtually accepted as self-evident. But 
who knows of an official w ho has violated security regulations under 
such circumstances? Here again, what on the face of it looks like 
common sense reveals itself on closer examination as superstition 
wffiich unchallenged repetition has vested with the plausibility of 
truth. 

Executive Order 10450 assumes the existence of two easily dis¬ 
cernible types of men, one likely to commit treason, the other not. 
The composite picture of the latter, which emerges from Executive 
Order 10450 and its application to the personnel of the Department 
of State, is the ideal type of a Babbitt with strong pseudopuritani- 
cal connotations. He is a person w ho is “normal” in every respect, 
that is, who conforms to certain requirements which a “good” Amer¬ 
ican is supposed to possess. In their application to the Department 
of State, these requirements run the wdiole gamut of actions, associa¬ 
tions, attitudes, and opinions with wdiich a person might identify 
himself. It is significant for the concern w^ith conformity rather than 
with security that much emphasis has been put upon conformity 
with a conservative ideal in the field of political opinion and atti¬ 
tudes and with a pseudopuritanical ideal in the sphere of sexual be¬ 
havior. In the course of security investigations, officials of the State 
Department have been asked about their attitude tow'^ard Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, the New Deal, and the recognition of the Communist 
government of China. Investigators have also shown an almost ob¬ 
sessive curiosity about the pre- and extramarital sexual activities of 
public officials. 

It stands to reason that this ideal of the “good” American is at 
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odds in one or the other respect with the actual behavior of most 
men who have ever lived and are now living. Hardly an American 
statesman from Franklin and Washington to Dulles and Eisenhower 
has, and could have, lived up to it, and most of them would fail the 
test on multiple grounds. And it is not by accident that men of un¬ 
doubted loyalty and merit have been dismissed from the Foreign 
Service as security risks under Executive Order 10450. For that ex¬ 
ecutive order makes virtually everybody a security risk and for two 
reasons. First of all, as already pointed out, few men will correspond 
in every respect to the ideal picture of the “good” American which 
is implicit in Executive Order 10450 and its application (and it may 
be doubted that those who do make desirable public servants). More 
importantly, few men will be so transparently good, approaching 
saintliness, that it can be said of them that their employment is 
“clearly consistent with the interests of the national security,” which 
is the general standard repeated again and again by the executive 
order. 

I am myself indifferent honest; but yet I could accuse me of such things, 
that it were better my mother had not borne me: 1 am very proud, re¬ 
vengeful, ambitious; with more offenses at my beck than 1 have thoughts 
to put them in, imagination to give them shape, or time to act them in. 
What should such fellows as I do crawling between earth and heaven? 
We are arrant knaves all; believe none of us. 

These words of Hamlet all men can say of themselves and of each 
other. Even the best man’s goodness is darkened at least by the 
shadow of a doubt, and thus he is a security risk within the meaning 
of Executive Order 10450. 

The security regulations, as applied to the Department of State, 
operated essentially through three instrumentalities: security investi¬ 
gations, police supervision, and political pressure. 

That a person be subjected to a security check before he is em¬ 
ployed in a sensitive position by the Department of State is an 
obvious necessity. Yet in the eyes of the Department of State a 
man’s loyalty is never settled once and for all (as actually it cannot 
be, in view of what we have said above). Since no man can ever 
be fully trusted, all men are forever suspect on grounds of security 
and, hence, are at all times subject to renewed security investiga¬ 
tions. The case of Mr. John Paton Davies, Jr., who underwent nine 
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security investigations, has gained nationwide attention; yet his case 
is but an extreme example of a fairly typical situation. Hundreds of 
officials of the Department of State have been subjected to multiple 
security investigations by different agencies, for different purposes, 
and on different grounds. A patently scurrilous denunciation can 
call forth a new security investigation, proceeding as though nothing 
at all were known of the individuars record as a private citizen and 
public official. 

This multiplication of security investigations is institutionalized 
by the requirement that the personnel file of every official of the 
Department of State in whose personnel status a change, such as a 
new assignment or promotion, is contemplated be checked for secu¬ 
rity. In the course of such a check any old incident which has been 
satisfactorily explained in preceding security investigations can jeop¬ 
ardize the official’s career and destroy his reputation. An official 
who has been suggested for a promotion by virtue of his professional 
competence (of which compliance with security regulations is obvi¬ 
ously a part) may be suspended for months as a security risk because 
ten years ago, on the instigation of the government, he joined an 
organization infiltrated by Communists in order to combat their 
influence. Never mind that this incident was a matter of record from 
the very beginning, that it has been explained to the satisfaction of 
all concerned time and again; now it must be explained again and 
with it the whole life of the official, private and public, from the day 
of his birth to this, and it is he wdio must prove that the continu¬ 
ation of his employment is “clearly consistent with the interests of 
the national security,” by collecting affidavits from public and pri¬ 
vate acquaintances testifying that they found nothing wrong with 
him. By requiring the official to disprove the suspicion of being a 
security risk, it eliminates for all practical purposes from the evi¬ 
dence to be weighed the positive record of his accomplishments. 
A man may have given outstanding service over a long period of 
time in the most sensitive positions. Let him have had dinner with 
somebody who is suspected of having once been a Communist, and 
he will be unable to prove that he is not a security risk. 

The assumption that all men arc really security risks and that this 
defect, shared by all men, can somehow be neutralized, if not elimi¬ 
nated, through the proper social arrangements cannot but give rise 
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to a psychology which is indistinguishable from that of the police 
state. For given these two assumptions, eternal vigilance becomes 
the price of security. Treat everybody as though he were a traitor, 
and you will be safe from treason. 

The Department of State acted upon these assumptions and es¬ 
tablished a system of supervision which in good part is supposed 
to operate covertly but of which everybody within the Depart¬ 
ment is—jokingly or indignantly—aware. The Bureau of Security 
of the Department of State employs, of course, a staff whose per¬ 
sonnel and functions are officially known. Aside from this official 
staff, it employs a network of agents (both categories estimated to 
total more than a thousand) whose identity and functions are not 
supposed to be known. Individuals have been placed in the different 
functional and geographic units of the Department of State for the 
ostensible purpose of performing the substantive functions of these 
units, yet for the actual purpose of supervising and reporting on 
their colleagues. Delegations to international conferences are accom¬ 
panied by individuals who perform similar functions, traditionally 
associated with a GPU or Gestapo. The Secretary of State himself 
has invested this system with the authority of his office by imposing, 
through Department Circular 95 of April 15, 1954, upon all officials 
of his Department the duty to be informers. 

1 am aware that no ageney of the government can improve, or even 
maintain, its level of effectiveness unless it is receiving a stream of new 
ideas and constructive criticisms. I hope that the inspection operation will 
be the focal reception point of that stream. 1 have told Mr. McLeod that 
in his capacity as administrator of the inspection operation he should be 
available at any time to receive personally from any of our people the 
benefit of their thinking on improving operations and procedures or on 
other problems, official and personal. 

In brief, I regard the internal inspection operation of the Deparnnent as 
one of its most important concerns. Its success will depend upon the co¬ 
operation and aid received generally from employees of the Department. 

There have been persistent rumors, in the nature of things hard to 
verify, of tapped telephones, hidden microphones, steamed-open 
letters, and special rooms and devices for the grilling of suspects. 
But regardless of whether or not there is any evidence to support 
these rumors, the very fact that they could be spread and widely 
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believed reveals a spirit vastly different from that which is supposed 
to prevail in an agency of a democratic government. 

This emphasis upon the vital importance of investigation and 
supervision for purposes of security, institutionalized in a special 
bureau within the Department of State, inevitably led to a shift- 
lasting through most of Mr. Eisenhower’s first term—of effective 
control over the operations of the Department from the Secretary 
and Undersecretary of State and the heads of the functional and 
geographic units to the Bureau of Security. This shift has occurred 
in all modern totalitarian states and has given rise to a phenomenon 
which has been aptly called the “dual state.” It is characteristic of 
the “dual state” that in it, as a matter of law% the power of making 
decisions remains with the authorities charged by law with making 
them while, as a matter of fact, by virtue of their power over life 
and death, the agents of the secret police—co-ordinated to, but in¬ 
dependent from, the official makers of decision—at the very least 
exert an effective veto over the decisions. Once the secret police 
has established itself firmly in an agency of the government, k will 
have less and less need for intervening drastically in day-by-day 
operations; for its omnipresence and reputed omnipotence will gen¬ 
erally be sufficient for the constituted authorities to avoid any action 
which might displease the secret police. 

The Bureau of Security in the Department of State, as originally 
constituted, was combined with, and hence had direct control over, 
four areas of operation: security, consular affairs, personnel, and 
inspection of United States missions abroad. While the administrator 
of the Bureau of Security has been deprived of direct responsibility 
for the two latter functions, it is generally believed that the first 
incumbent of the office retained effective control over personnel 
because the office of personnel continued to be administered in the 
spirit of, and in close co-operation with, the Bureau of Security. 
For the powers of the Bureau of Security by themselves are all- 
pervading in so far as the hiring, assignment, promotion, and firing 
of personnel are concerned. 

The powers which the Bureau of Security assumed over the oper¬ 
ations of the Department of State flowed only in part from its police 
functions as such. As in fully developed totalitarian systems the 
power of the secret police is in good measure the reflection of the 
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political {X)wer of its head, a Himmler or a Beria, so did the power 
of the Bureau of Security over the Department of State reflect in 
good measure the political power of those whose political philoso¬ 
phy its leading officials represented, to whom they owed their posi¬ 
tions and their primary loyalties as well. Those were not the Presi¬ 
dent of the United States or the Secretary of State but certain 
members of Congress and, more particularly, of the Senate. The 
police system which was established in the Department of State was 
their secret police in a more profound sense than it was the secret 
police of the executive branch. It was through it that these members 
of Congress w'ere kept informed about the—presumably secret- 
operations of the Department of State, and it was through it that 
they exened a direct or indirect influence upon its operations. To 
an extent which changes with the ebbs and tides of political fortune, 
it w^as these members of Congress, and not the President or the 
Secretary^ of State, who determined the operations of the Depart¬ 
ment of State and its affiliated agencies. 

The most spectacular instance of this extra-constitutional influence 
to have come to light thus far is provided by the International In¬ 
formation Administration. The report which the chief consultant to 
its director has published^ leaves no doubt but that, at least from 
February through July, 1953, Senator McCarthy and his friends in 
Congress had taken over the functions which, according to the 
Constitution, the President and the Secretary of State are supposed 
to perform. These members of Congress determined the policies of 
the International Infonnation Administration as concerns both per¬ 
sonnel and substance. It was to them that the top officials of the 
agency reported; it was their approval which they had to seek; and 
it was their orders which they were supposed to execute. And when 
they finally incurred the displeasure of their congressional masters, 
they had to resign. 

For these members of Congress, all men were suspect as traitors, 
but diplomats in particular were so. For they deviate in certain obvi¬ 
ous respects from the ideal type of the “normal” good American: 
they know foreign languages, spend much of their lives abroad, have 
many contacts with foreigners, concern themselves professionally 

- Martin Merson, The Private Diary of a Public Servant (New York: Mac¬ 
millan Co., 1955). 
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with foreign countries-and they tend to be intellectuals, commit¬ 
ting their brains rather than their passions to the conduct of foreign 
policy. Thus it is not by accident that an enterprise which started 
out to protect the integrity and secrecy of American foreign policy 
transformed itself, as we have seen, in an undertaking to assure con¬ 
formity and ended in an attempt to make the United States safe 
from foreign policy as such. What began as a technical operation to 
improve the protection of the United States against subversion and 
espionage matured into an onslaught—“know-nothing” in its philos¬ 
ophy and isolationist in its implicit purpose—against the very exist¬ 
ence of an active American foreign policy. 

Obviously, to preserve the integrity and secrecy of foreign policy 
is only one among many objectives to which the United States is 
committed. A policy, however sound and successful in its own 
terms, must be evaluated in terms of the impact it has upon other 
national objectives, as important or even more important than its 
own. Such scrutiny is particularly required for a policy which is so 
unsound and unsuccessful as we believe the security policy of the 
Department of State to have been. What, then, has been the price in 
terms of equally or more important objectives we have had to pay for 
the security policy of the Department of State.^ That price is being 
paid primarily in three areas: the effectiveness of American foreign 
policy, the prestige of the United States abroad, and the security 
of the United States. 

In the New York Tbnes of January 17, 1954, five of the most 
distinguished older diplomatists of the United States, four of whom 
have been ambassadors and an equal number under or assistant secre¬ 
taries of state, summarized the “sinister results” of the security 
policy of the Department of State in these words: 

The conclusion has become inescapable, for instance, that a Foreign 
Service officer who reports on persons and events to the very best of his 
ability and who makes recommendations which at the time he conscien¬ 
tiously believes to be in the interest of the United States may subsequently 
find his loyalty and integrity challenged and may even be forced out of the 
service and discredited forever as a private citizen. A premium therefore 
has been put upon reporting and upon recommendations which arc am¬ 
biguously stated or so cautiously set forth as to be deceiving. 

When any such tendency begins its insidious work it is not long before 
accuracy and initiative have been sacrificed to acceptability and conform- 
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ity. The ultimate result is a threat to national security. In this connection 
the history of the Nazi and Fascist foreign services before the Second 
World War is pertinent. 

The forces 'N^ hich are working for conformity from the outside are be¬ 
ing reinforced by the present administrative set-up within the Department 
of State which subordinates normal personnel administration to considera¬ 
tions of security. 

It is obv^ious, of course, that candidates for the Ft)reign Service should be 
carefully investigated before appointment and that their work should at all 
times be under the exacting scrutiny of their professional superiors. But 
when initial investigation attaches undue importance to such factors as 
even a temporary departure from conservative political and economic 
views, casual association with persons holding views not currently in 
fashion or subscription to a periodical labeled as “liberal"; when subse¬ 
quent investigation is carried to the point of delaying a promotion list for 
a year and routine transfers from one post to another; when investigations 
of individual officers must be kept up-to-date to within ninety days; when 
an easy path has been opened to even the anonymous informer; and w'hcn 
the results of these investigations are evaluated not by persons experienced 
in the Foreign Service or even acquainted at firsthand with conditions 
abroad, but by persons of quite different experience, it is relevant to in¬ 
quire whether we are not laying the foundations of a Foreign Service com¬ 
petent to serve a totalitarian government rather than the government of 
the United States as we have heretofore known it. 

Fear is playing an important part in American life at the present time. 
As a result the self-confidence, the confidence in others, the sense of fair 
play and the instinct to protect the rights of the nonconformist are—tem¬ 
porarily, it is to be hoped—in abeyance. But it would be tragic if this fear, 
expressing itself in an exaggerated emphasis on security, should lead us to 
cripple the Foreign Service, our first line of national defense, at the very 
time w'hen its efTectiveness is essential to our filling the place which history 
has assigned to us. 

For an impartial professional observer, the conclusion is inevitable 
that more than a year after this letter was written the Department 
of State was hardly competent to serve any government, totalitarian 
or otherwise. Not only the morale but also the professional com¬ 
petence and capacity for teamwork of its members had drastically 
declined. The Department of State which the Eisenhower adminis¬ 
tration inherited was, to say the least, a useful instrument of foreign 
policy. Its obvious administrative weaknesses were compensated for 
by the intellectual ability, technical competence, and devotion of 
most of its top and middle layer officials. Many of these officials have 
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either been dismissed or have voluntarily resigned. Of the officials of 
this type with whom the American High Commission in Germany 
was staffed in 1953, not a single one was left two years later. They 
could not have been replaced even under the best possible circum¬ 
stances with a new team of equal competence and experience. For no 
nation is rich enough in diplomatic talent, demanding a rare combi¬ 
nation of extraordinary qualities of mind and character, to be able t() 
afford taking one team out of the game and replacing it with another 
one equally good. What is possible in football cannot be done in 
diplomacy. 

The United States could not have afforded the loss of its ablest 
diplomatists even under the best of circumstances. Yet the circum¬ 
stances under which the United States had to make good this loss 
were far from being the best. A system that makes security the 
overriding consideration gives a golden opportunity for advance¬ 
ment to the incompetent, the time server, and the informer, who 
has never uttered a wrong thought and who has never associated 
with the wrong person. A system that not only does not require pro¬ 
fessional competence but actually suspects it cannot help using 
standards of selection congenial to that point of view. But it goes 
without saying that those standards are incompatible with the stand¬ 
ards by which diplomatists ought to be selected. 

Not only has there been deterioration at the top and in the middle 
layers of the departmental hierarchy, but there has also been starva¬ 
tion at the bottom. A system characterized by repeated security 
investigations, police supervision, and political pressure has depleted 
the lower ranks of the Foreign Service. Many younger officials have 
been dismissed as security risks, and many more have resigned of 
their own volition. What is worse is that such a system must act as 
a deterrent upon both application for employment and employment 
itself. The number of graduates of our institutions of higher learning 
who in 1954 or 1955 chose to make the Foreign Service their career 
was small as compared with that of three or four years earlier. The 
few who applied then may have been the bravest and the most 
desperate, but they could hardly have been the best; and those who 
were able to pass the security test and were actually hired were not 
necessarily the best of them, and even many of them resigned soon 
in disgust. 
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This decline in the quality and quantity of the personnel of the 
Department of State was matched by the decline in the quality of 
its operations. The premonitions of the five diplomatists which we 
have quoted above were fully borne out by events. Objective analyti¬ 
cal reporting, the prime function of diplomacy, fell to a low ebb in 
the Foreign Service. Diplomatic reports were no longer as regularly 
read by the officials at the respective geographic desks in Washington 
as they were in times past; for they contained frequently nothing 
more than digests of the newspapers of the countries concerned, 
w hich the official in Washington can and does read himself. Heads 
of missions refused to allow the transmission to Washington of re¬ 
ports painting a picture of the local situation at variance either with 
reports of other agencies or with the estimate of the situation pre¬ 
vailing in Washington. 

This abdication of independent judgment is, of course, the result 
of the fear that deviation from the ‘"official line” might jeopardize 
one’s chances for adv^ancement, if not one’s very livelihood and 
reputation. Yet this fear is more than the subjective anticipation of 
an evil which is largely imaginary, as is much of the fear of being 
“controversial,” so prevalent in academic life. That fear is, indeed, 
the fruit of bitter experience. Officials were dismissed for having 
reported facts that they wxre not supposed to report and for having 
advocated policies that they were not supposed to advocate; and 
officials were subjected to still another security investigation on the 
complaint of a foreign government which did not approve of the 
policies they advocated. 

Under the impact of all these influences, the Department of State 
probably did not become more immune to subversion and treason 
than it was before. A case could even be made for the proposition 
that an official whom the “dual state” constantly subjects to the 
moral stress of having to reconcile his own professional judgments 
and moral principles w^ith those of the organization in which he 
works may become particularly prone to laxity and failure of judg¬ 
ment in matters of security. In any event, the Department of State 
ceased to be the eyes, ears, and brains of the foreign policy of the 
United States. Its eyes became blind; its ears, deaf; and its brains, 
dull. Yet a foreign policy that makes itself incapable of knowing 
the facts with wffiich it must deal and of understanding the problems 
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it must solve can rely for success upon nothing but the vagaries of 
luck. 

It must, however, be said that this dark picture is brightened by a 
few light spots. Through luck, personal connections, or the inefli- 
cicncy of the security system, there remained in the Department 
f)f State a few officials who did not yield to the pressures which 
incessantly bore upon them. Forsaken from above, spied upon from 
below, surrounded by all manner of opportunists and worse, they 
risked their careers, their positions, and their honor in maintaining 
for themselves and in defending in their subordinates the traditional 
standards of intellectual integrity, professional competence, and de¬ 
votion to duty. If and when out of the ruins of today a new foreign 
service will be built, worthy of the traditions and the mission of 
America, the nation will owe a great debt to these brave, able, and 
devoted men who defended in o\)scurity and against great odds the 
pitiful remnants of a fine tradition. 

This disintegration of the Foreign Service of the United States 
is better know n abroad than it is at home. The governments and the 
public of foreign countries have seen with amazement officials, of 
whose competence and loyalty they have had tangible evidence, 
investigated, dismissed, or forced to resign as security risks. Con¬ 
tinuous contacts w ith our representatives abroad provide them with 
unmistakable evidence of the diminution of their professional compe¬ 
tence. In consequence, the influence the United States should be able 
to exert by virtue of its material strength and of the mission it has as¬ 
sumed for the free world has drastically declined. The word of the 
United States is no longer listened to with respect. What is worse, the 
very image of the United States as the champion of justice and free¬ 
dom against totalitarian oppression has been obscured. If the United 
States owed its position in the world to nothing but its material 
power, such foreign reactions w'ould be of little consequence. In 
truth, however, the United States has been able to command the 
sympathies of millions of people abroad, not because it has more 
atomic bombs than the Soviet Union, but because it was founded 
upon, and has tried to live up to, certain principles of government 
to which those millions of j>eople are also committed. Seeing the last 
best hope of the free world forsake these principles and even seem¬ 
ingly be proud of a security system that the London Economist has 
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called a ‘Vicious stupidity,”^ many of our friends abroad began to 
doubt whether there is much to choose between East and West. 

This loosening of the bonds of sympathy that unite America to 
its friends abroad raises a specter more ominous still: the loosen¬ 
ing of the bonds of loyalty which tie the citizens of the United 
States to their own government. The United States was founded 
upon loyalty, not to a king or piece of territory, but to an ideal of 
political justice. We pledge allegiance to a flag which is a symbol 
of “liberty and justice for all."’ Loyalty which attaches to a man or a 
territory may not be affected by injustice perpetrated by that man 
or \vithin that territory. A nation which w'as built on a common 
belief in certain principles of justice, whose citizens have voluntarily 
come together from all over the world to share in the practice of 
those principles, v hich ow es its very existence to a revolt against 
injustice—such a nation stands and falls, as a nation, with its loyalty 
to those principles. 

The lovalty of its citizens presupposes the loyalty of its govern¬ 
ment, not as a matter of verbalization but of policy, to those prin¬ 
ciples of justice. The government of such a nation cannot help 
committing injustices by sacrificing some of the freedom and inter¬ 
ests of individuals to a higher good. The government of such a 
nation will be forgiven sporadic injustices not justified by the 
achievement of such a higher good. The government of such a 
nation will embark upon a deliberate policy of injustice only at the 
risk of weakening the very foundation of loyalty which supports 
its voluntary acceptance by its citizens. 

A citizen, unjustly accused of disloyalty, condemned and ostra¬ 
cized, may well be tempted to conclude that if he is to be treated 
as disloyal he may as well act the part.'* To the government’s sever¬ 
ance of the ties which unite government and citizen, he might want 
to respond in kind. The man w^hom his government has cast into the 

3 Jan. 8,1955, p.llO. 

4 This psychological process is strikingly revealed in this statement by the 
leader of a juvenile gang, reported in the New York Times of March 25, 1958, 
p. 26: “ ‘That’s the way it starts,’ Vincent says, ‘I’ve seen it happen many times. 
The police blame you for something you didn’t do. You get a record. They send 
you away. So, then, the kid comes back and he says, “Well, I’m going to do 
something and get a record of my own. At least then if Fm sent up it will be for 
something I did myself.” ’ ” 
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outer darkness may make common cause with the forces of darkness. 
The alienation of the government from the principles upon which 
it was founded and, in consequence, from some of its citizens may 
well have brought in its wake the alienation of some citizens from 
the government. Thus a policy which sought to protect the govern¬ 
ment from disloyalty may well have corrupted, by dint of its own 
corruption, if not the actions so at least the minds of some of the 
citizens upon whose loyal services the government could otherwise 
have counted. A policy intended to protect the country from trea¬ 
son is likely to have actually increased if not the actuality so at 
least the risk of treason. 

Such, then, is the price we were paying for Executive Order 10450, 
as applied to the Department of State. It is a high price to pay. 
Paid for what? For nothing. 


323 




The Subversion of Foreign Policy 


The destruction of the Foreign Service of the 
United States, in order to take the w ind out of the sails of the do¬ 
mestic opposition, is paralleled by the paralysis and the distortion 
of the foreign policy of the United States. The first two years of 
Air. Eisenhower’s foreign policy provide a case study of the cor¬ 
rupting effects that considerations of domestic politics can exert 
upon the conduct of foreign policy. An attempt to assess this period 
of American foreign policy must overcome three formidable ob¬ 
stacles. One, the nature of the standards of evaluation, is inherent in 
the nature of all foreign policv^; the second, the conduct of foreign 
policy in view of popular preferences, is peculiar to democratic for¬ 
eign policy; the third, the utter contrast between the presentation 
and the substance of foreign policy, seems to be inherent in the 
nature of Mr. Eisenhower’s foreign policy. 

What is the standard by which we judge the quality of foreign 
policy? Is it success? If so, then inevitably the incompetent heir 
will reap the fruits of his wise predecessor’s labors and take credit 
for the results of what was actually somebody else’s achievement. 
Conversely, the great statesman to Avhom it has fallen to dispose of 
the bankrupt estate of the preceding government must take the 
blame for a failure which is not his own. The verdicts of popular 
history are indeed permeated w^ith misjudgments of this kind. 

Yet, how do we determine success and failure in foreign policy? 
Surveying the centuries, history is able to assess the contribution of 
a particular move at a particular time to the ultimate success or 
failure of a nation’s foreign policy. The contemporary ol)scrver is 
handicapped by his ignorance of the consequences of contemporary 
policies. Judged by success alone, Hitler’s foreign policy, if viewed 
in the perspective of 1938-40, made Bismarck’s look like a mere 
preparation for greater things to come. But how did it look but five 
years later? Who did not think in 1929 that the Briand-Kellogg Pact 
was a great success, and who did not think so of the Teheran, Yalta, 
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and Potsdam agreements at the time of their conclusion? But who 
would think so now? 

However, we do not object to the Briand-Kellogg Pact and the 
wartime agreements with the Soviet Union solely or even primarily 
for their lack of success. What we are critical of is the cause of their 
failure, that is, the wrong way of thinking about foreign policy 
which made the framers of these agreements expect success when 
failure could have been avoided only by fortuitous circumstances 
lying beyond the ken of their intentions and control. What makes 
foreign policy deserving of praise or blame is, then, not success or 
failure per se but a way of thinking about foreign policy which 
by virtue of its inherent qualities is likely to lead to success or 
failure. A foreign policy based upon correct thinking deserves to 
be called “good” even though it fails for reasons that have nothing 
to do with the quality of thought that went into it, and a foreign 
policy derived from wrong thinking must be called “bad” even 
though it succeeds in spite of the deficiences of the reasoning from 
which it stems. 

What do we mean when we speak of correct thinking and the 
quality of reasoning on matters of foreign policy? We assume, as 
pointed out elsewhere in greater detail,^ that there exists an objective 
rational standard by which the quality of political action can be 
judged. This assumption derives from the rational nature of man 
which the actor on the political scene cannot help bringing to bear 
upon his action to a greater or lesser degree. It is the degree of 
conformity between political action and rational requirements which 
determines the quality of the action. The active participant in poli¬ 
tics as well as the detached observer of the political scene cannot but 
proceed on this assumption. For they would not be able to judge 
political action at all, beyond the crudest statements about success 
or failure, if they did not carry in their minds a picture of what 
a certain political action ought to have been. Actors and observers 
alike cannot help sharing in the assumption of the rationality of this 
picture; for otherwise they would have no common ground for cor¬ 
relating each other’s thoughts and actions. 

It is no argument to say that the rational requirements of foreign 
policy are difficult to ascertain and ambiguous in nature and that 

1 Politics among Nations {2d ed.; New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1954), pp. 7-8. 
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their application to concrete problems is even more so. The fact 
remains that the assumption of the possibility of judging foreign 
policy rationally, in terms of the quality of reasoning underlying it, 
is the precondition for both the intellectual comprehension of for¬ 
eign policy and for its objective evaluation. 

This task of evaluation is even more complicated when foreign 
policy is carried on under the conditions of democratic control. Two 
factors make it so. First of all, a democratically conducted foreign 
policy, as pointed out in chapter 17, is of necessity a compromise be¬ 
tween the rational requirements of good foreign policy and the emo¬ 
tional preferences of public opinion. If one wanted to overstate the 
case, one might say that a democratically conducted foreign policy is 
of necessity bad foreign policy. In any case, a foreign policy carried 
on under democratic control must fall short of the rational require¬ 
ments of good foreign policy; for it must satisfy emotional prefer¬ 
ences whose satisfaction is incompatible with meeting those require¬ 
ments. It would, therefore, be unjust to judge a democratic foreign 
policy exclusively by its compliance with these requirements; such 
judgment must be qualified by the need, greater or lesser as the case 
may be but always present, to compromise with the emotional prefer¬ 
ences of public opinion. 

The ultimate judgment on a democratic foreign policy will then 
be composed of two specific judgments: one establishing the degree 
to which a foreign policy meets the rational requirements of good 
foreign policy, and the other assessing the need for compromise with 
public opinion and the degree to which foreign policy has met that 
need. Did it yield not enough and thus destroy the foundation of 
public opinion on which democratic foreign policy must operate? 
Or did it yield too much, deviating from rational requirements to 
such an extent as to condemn foreign policy to failure? It is answ^ers 
to questions such as these which will determine the ultimate verdict. 
It is with them that we are here concerned. 

The other factor complicating the evaluation of democratic for¬ 
eign policy results from the one just discussed. Not only must 
democratic foreign policy make concessions to public opinion, but 
it must also present its foreign policy in terms acceptable to public 
opinion. That is to say, it must make it appear as though it responds 
to the emotional preferences of public opinion to a greater extent 
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than it actually does. It must cover those of its rational elements 
that are least likely to find favor ^vith public opinion with a veil of 
emotional pronouncements which are intended to conceal its true 
nature from the public eye. It is for the objective observer to dis¬ 
tinguish between public pronouncements on foreign policy that 
reveal and those that conceal the true nature of the foreign policy 
actually pursued, by correlating pronouncement with action. 

This is a very difficult task at best. It has been made even more 
difficult by the way United States foreign policy has been tradition¬ 
ally conducted and the particular way the Eisenhower administra¬ 
tion has been conducting its foreign policy. The processes by which 
decisions on foreign policy are arrived at in the United States are 
chaotic in the extreme. The writer has endeavored elsewhere to 
analyze the constitutional and political factors that make them so.^ 
It is a further peculiarity of the American system that this business 
of institutionalized chaos is carried on on the public stage. Given the 
importance of public opinion for the determination of foreign 
policy, this can hardly be otheru ise; for that course of action which 
can mobilize public opinion in its support has gained a great advan¬ 
tage in the struggle for the ultimate determination of United States 
foreign policy. Thus it is possible, and has almost become customary, 
that on any pending question of foreign policy any member of the 
executive or legislative branches of the government, be it the Vice- 
President, the Secretary of State, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, the party leaders in Congress, or a ranking member of the 
foreign affairs committee of either house formulates his own foreign 
policy in public speech. Thus on United States over-all relations 
with the Soviet bloc as well as on more specific questions, such as 
American policies toward Communist China and the problems raised 
for American policy by the Indochina War, prominent members of 
the Eisenhower administration and of the Republican party in Con¬ 
gress have publicly advocated policies that did not become the 
policies of the United States. It was only from subsequent action, 
taken upon the responsibility of the President, that it was possible 
to determine in retrospect what the policy of the United States 
actually had been. 

2 “The Conduct of Foreign Policy,” in S. D. Bailey (ed.), Aspects of American 
Government (London: Hansard Society, 1950), pp.99ff. 
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To complicate matters still further, action taken on the responsi¬ 
bility of the President has sometimes belied the President’s own 
words. For it is a peculiarity of the Eisenhower administration that 
it is the first democratic government whose relations with the public 
imitate on a large and institutionalized scale the techniques of public 
relations experts and commercial advertising. This is so with regard 
to form and content. Mr. Robert Montgomery, a movie actor, has the 
official title of White House adviser on radio and television. The 
President on television conveys the impression that he smiles and 
raises his voice or hand not on an impulse of his own but rather on 
somebody else’s cue. The first cabinet meeting ever televised, in 
which the Secretary of State reported on the London Conference 
of 1954, conveyed the impression of a performance staged by experts 
and executed by amateurs. In the words of Mr. Alistair Cooke: 

The whole show had a relaxed, closed-door air, almost like a Cabinet 
meeting. In the lead part.,. Mr. Dulles gave a naturalistic performance of 
great ease and articulateness. Mr, Henry Cabot Lodge made the most of a 
single-sentence tribute to the President for his peaceful atomic energy 
proposals. Cast as the unsleeping watchdog of the people’s purse, Mr. 
Secretary of the 'Freasury Humphrey expressed with moving verisimili¬ 
tude his concern that the Paris Agreement should not cost the American 
taxpayer one extra nickel. Mrs. Hobby conveyed an intelligent anxiety 
over the Saar. 

Only Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Benson, an artless man from the 
West, had to be prodded into his line by Mr. Dulles, who suggested after 
an anxious pause that some of them might now be wondering “how the 
Soviet Union is taking this.” Mr. Benson was indeed wondering just that, 
and made an alert retrieve. It was the only missed cue in an otherwise 
flawless performance, surely an enviable record for any amateur dramatic 
company.'^ 

The ascendancy of the public relations expert over the responsible 
political leader has also been marked in the substance of what the 
leaders of the Eisenhower administration have told the people about 
the foreign policy they are pursuing. Here, too, the methods of 
salesmanship have largely replaced the principles of responsible dem¬ 
ocratic leadership, and, in consequence, it has become a principle of 
government to impress the public favorably at any price, even that 
of truth, rather than to inform it. Spectacular announcements have 

3 Manchester Guardian Weekly, Oct, 28,1954, p. 2. 
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been made carrying the impression of momentous decisions in for¬ 
eign policy which turned out to be meaningless in view of the actual 
policies pursued. Five major announcements of this kind, creating 
a great deal of public comment and controversy but no policies even 
faintly reflecting them, were made during the first two years of the 
Eisenhower administration: liberation, the unleashing of Chiang Kai- 
shek, agonized reappraisal, the “new look,” and intervention in 
Indochina. 

During the election campaign of 1952 and during the first months 
of its tenure of office, the spokesmen for the Eisenhower administra¬ 
tion announced that the old policy of containment was to be re¬ 
placed by a policy of liberation. Yet as the London Ecovoinist put 
it as early as August 30, 1952, “Unhappily ‘liberation’ applied to 
Eastern Europe—and Asia—means cither the risk of war or it means 
nothing .... ‘Liberation’ entails no risk of war only when it means 
nothing.” Yet the Eisenhower administration has shied away from 
the risk of war at least as much as did its predecessor. And when the 
Ivast German revolt in June, 1953, and the Hungarian revolution of 
October, 1956, coming closer to success than anybody had dared 
to expect, put the policy of liberation to the test of actvial perform¬ 
ance, it became obvious that in actuality the policy of liberation was 
indistinguishable from the policy of containment. 

In his State of the Union message of E'ebruary 2, 1953, President 
Eisenhower declared, “In June, 1950, following the aggressive at¬ 
tack on the Republic of Korea, the United States Seventh Fleet was 
instructed both to prevent attack upon Formosa and also to insure 
that Formosa should not be used as a base of operations against the 
Chinese Communist mainland.” In view of the Chinese intervention 
in the Korean War, the President declared that he was “issuing in¬ 
structions that the Seventh Fleet no longer be employed to shield 
Communist China.” This announcement implied a fundamental 
change in the Far Eastern policies of the United States from the 
preservation of the status quo to the active attempt to restore Chiang 
Kai-shek’s rule on the Asiatic mainland. In actuality, no such change 
occurred. Quite to the contrary, the Eisenhower administration 
seems to have been at least as anxious as its predecessor to limit the 
military activities of Chiang Kai-shek to strictly defensive measures. 
By making this limitation part of agreements with Chiang Kai-shek 
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negotiated at the end of 1954, the Eisenhower administration went 
even beyond the unilateral declaration of policy contained in Presi¬ 
dent Truman's instructions to the Seventh Fleet of June, 1950. 

On December 14, 1953, Secretary of State Dulles declared at the 
meeting of the North Atlantic Council, ‘if, however, the European 
Defense Community should not become effective, if France and 
Germany remain apart, so that they would again be potential ene¬ 
mies, then indeed there would be grave doubt whether Continental 
Europe could be made a place of safety. That would compel an 
agonizing reappraisal of basic United States policy.”^ This statement 
implied the threat that in certain contingencies the United States 
might lose its interest in the military defense of Europe and leave 
it to its fate. This threat called forth much comment and little anxi¬ 
ety in Europe and elsewhere. As an incentive for France to ratify 
the European Defense Community, it was ineffective. For in 
order to take tliis threat seriously one would have had to assume 
that the United States had committed itself to the defense of western 
Europe, not because it deemed its own defense dependent upon it, 
but because it happened to approve of the policies of certain Euro¬ 
pean nations. Few observers were, and no responsible statesman was, 
willing to make so fantastic an assumption. 

However, the most far-reacliing and most widely commented 
upon announcement of this kind w as the Secretary of State’s speech 
of January 12, 1954, proclaiming the “new look” in American for¬ 
eign policy as the result of “some Vjasic policy decisions” which the 
President and the National Security Council had taken. Mr. Lester 
Pearson, then Canadian secretary of state for external affairs, thought 
as late as March 15, 1954, that this speech “may turn out to be one 
of the most important of our times.” The present writer, on March 
29, 1954, published an article in the New Republic interpreting and 
evaluating this speech as if it meant what it said. Yet Mr. Walter 
Lippmann could say on March 18 that “The official explanations of 
the new look have become so voluminous that it is almost a career in 
itself to keep up with them” and characterize it as “a case of exces¬ 
sive salesmanship,” concluding that “there is no doubt that the words 
of the text convey the impression that something momentous and 
novel has been decided. But everything that has been said since then 

^ New York Times, Dec. 15,1953. 
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by the Chiefs of Staff, notably by Admiral Carney, and no less so by 
Mr. Dulles Iiimself, make it plain that there has been no radical 
change in our strategic policy.” 

On the same day, the Manchester Guardian summed it all up by 
saying, “The ‘new look’ in American military strategy is mainly old 
merchandise in a new package. There is really nothing new in rely¬ 
ing on ‘massive mobile retaliatory power’ as the principal safeguard 
of peace-nothing new, that is, except the sales campaign by which 
the Administration is trying to persuade the American people that 
some small changes make the strategy of 1954 fundamentally sounder 
than the strategy of 1953.” On March 19, the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations was the scene of the following dialogue between 
Senator Mansfield and Mr. Dulles, who for all practical purposes 
buried the “new look” under the cover of military secrecy: 

Senator Mansfield: Do you consider this new policy a new policy? 

Secretary Dulles: It certainly has new aspects. 

Senator Mansfield: What arc they? 

Secretary Dulles: Well, I am sorry 1 cannot go into that here. All I 
can say to you, and you will have to take it on faith, is that a series of new 
decisions have been taken by the National Security Council and many have 
been involved, close, and difficult decisions, but there is today on the 
record a scries of decisions which are largely derived from this basic phi¬ 
losophy which were not there a year and a half ago. 

While the “new look” was the most spectacular and far-reaching 
of these announcements, the official declarations concerning the 
Indochina War were politically the most harmful; for these dealt 
not with general principles of United States policy but with a con¬ 
crete situation which required action here and now. On March 25, 
1954, the President declared at his news conference that the defense 
of Indochina was of “transcendent importance.” On March 29, the 
Secretary of State announced: “Under the conditions of today, the 
imposition on South-East Asia of the political system of Communist 
Russia and its Chinese Communist ally, by whatever means, would 
be a grave threat to the whole free community. The United States 
feels that that possibility should not be passively accepted, but should 
be met by united action. This might have serious risks, but these 
risks are far less than would face us a few years from now if we dare 
not be resolute today.” The President and the Secretary of State re- 
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ferred to Indochina as the cork in the bottle of Southeast Asia and 
as the first in a row of dominoes whose fall would necessarily cause 
the downfall of the others. Yet no action of any kind reflected even 
faintly the conception of policy which these words seemed to con¬ 
vey. It was, in the w-ords of the Economist of August 21, 1954, this 
“spectacle of vociferous inaction’' wdiich led to “the worst diplo¬ 
matic disaster in recent American history.” 

This “foreign policy by hoax” has served to confuse the Ameri¬ 
can people. It has raised doubts in the minds of many about the re¬ 
liability of public pronouncements on anything and has thus led to 
the beginnings of a crisis of confidence which endangers democratic 
government itself. It has raised similar doubts in the minds of friends 
and enemies alike. 'Fhe allies of the United States have been fearful 
lest political action might conform to official utterance. The enemies 
of the United States must similarly doubt the reliability of official 
announcements of policy, and they might even doubt it on the 
w rong occasion when the peace of the w'orld may w ell depend upon 
whether or not a warning by the government of the United States 
is to be believed. The government of a great nation may, or even 
must, bluff from time to time; but it can afford to bluff only within 
the framework of a consistent policy understood by all. However, 
when it erects bluff into a principle of foreign policy, it risks that 
it would not be believed even if it should. While the spokesmen 
for the Eisenhow er administration have benefited from tliis “foreign 
policy by hoax” in that they were able to pose for a fleeting moment 
as the initiators of new^ and bold policies, their prestige at home and 
abroad has suffered in the long run, as has the foreign policy of the 
United States. 

This conduct of foreign policy for the apparent primary purpose 
of gaining popularity at home results from a misunderstanding of 
the fundamental relations which must exist between democratic gov¬ 
ernment and public opinion. It also results from a misunderstanding 
of the conditions which the constitutional and political system of 
the United States imposes upon these relationships. This misunder¬ 
standing the Eisenhower administration has inherited from its prede¬ 
cessor, but it has immensely aggravated it. That aggravation has 
created a constitutional and political crisis of the first order, which 
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is no less real for being in good measure hidden from the public 
view by the personal prestige of the President. 

The Eisenhower administration assumes correctly that democratic 
government must be responsive to public opinion, but it errs griev¬ 
ously in the manner in which it tries to bring that response about. 
Regarding public opinion as the ultimate arbiter of foreign policy, 
it tries first to ascertain what the preferences of public opinion are 
and then to comply with them. In the process of bringing its foreign 
policy into harmony with public opinion, it assumes—and there lies 
its error—that public opinion with regard to a certain foreign policy 
pre-exists that foreign policy itself, somewhat in the manner in 
which a rule of law pre-exists the action to be judged by it. In truth, 
public opinion is not a static thing to be ascertained and quantified 
by polls as legal precedents arc by the science of law and as the data 
of nature are by the natural sciences. Rather it is a dynamic thing to 
be created and continuously re-created by that selfsame political 
leadership which also creates the foreign policy to be supported by 
public opinion. 

If the executive branch cannot obtain the support of public opin¬ 
ion for a certain policy it would like to pursue, it is not because 
public opinion—“naturally,” as it wxre—is opposed to this particular 
foreign policy but because the political leadership of the executive 
branch has not been effective and has been replaced by political 
leadership hostile to this foreign policy. In other words, the contest 
is really not between the foreign policy of the executive branch and 
public opinion but between the former and other political forces 
propounding a different foreign policy. The executive branch, by 
surrendering passively its own initiative to the verdict of public 
opinion, in truth surrenders to the political opposition which has 
taken hold of public opinion. In consequence, the executive branch 
condemns itself to executing the foreign policy of its opponents, 
which it cannot help doing but half-heartedly and ineffectually; for, 
knowing better than the opposition and, furthermore, bearing re¬ 
sponsibility for the consequences of its acts, whatever it does in 
order to satisfy the opposition always falls short of the standards 
which the opposition has erected and the executive branch has ac¬ 
cepted as its own. In consequence, the foreign policy of the execu¬ 
tive branch will always stand condemned in the eyes of public 
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opinion as having sought and achieved less than public opinion had 
a right to expect in view of the standards which the executive 
branch professes as its own. 

Of this vicious circle in which the executive branch is caught be¬ 
cause it misunderstands the nature of public opinion and, in conse¬ 
quence, surrenders initiative in foreign policy to the opposition, the 
China policy of the Eisenhower administration is the classic exam¬ 
ple. There can be no doubt that a majority of the leading officials 
who advised Mr. Eisenhower on foreign policy during the first years 
of his tenure of office were opposed to the policies which the Presi¬ 
dent had been pursuing in the Far East. That majority was composed 
of two groups. By far the larger of these groups wanted to advance 
toward a more aggressive position, even at the risk of a limited war 
with Communist China; by far the smaller one would have liked to 
retreat into less exposed positions. The actual policy of the United 
States was able to maintain an intermediate position lietwccn those 
two extremes, which followed the line of least resistance by trying 
neither to advance nor to retreat but to maintain the status quo. 

Yet a rational examination of the forces opposing each other in 
the Far East and their probable dynamics cannot but lead to the 
conclusion that a policy of the status quo was not likely to be tena¬ 
ble in the long run. Both the United States and Communist China 
would have to go forward or backward, but they were not likely 
to remain indefinitely where they were then. Why, then, was the 
policy of the United States based upon an assumption that cannot be 
supported by rational argument? The answer is to be found in the 
surrender, in reasoning if not in policy, to an opposition whose rea¬ 
soning, contradictory in itself, does not provide the basis for a ra¬ 
tional policy, but which has been able to mold public opinion by 
default of the executive branch. 

Public opinion with regard to Communist China was dominated 
by two strong contradictory emotions: to make somehow good the 
defeat which the United States suffered through the defection of 
China to the Communist camp, and to do so without getting in¬ 
volved in a major war on the continent of Asia. The opposition pre¬ 
sented a program designed to meet these two emotional preferences. 
It promised the overthrow of the Communist regime of China and 
the restoration of Chiang Kai-shek’s rule through aerial bombard- 
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ment and a naval blockade, using Formosa as a springboard. Yet a 
careful reading of the minutes of the joint congressional committee 
investigating in 1951 the dismissal of General MacArthur can leave 
no doubt in the mind of the unbiased reader about the military and 
political emptiness of the Far Eastern policies of the opposition. For 
the opposition was not able to devise the policies the United States 
would have had to pursue short of all-out war if the Communist 
regime of China should have been able to withstand the limited 
measures of war proposed, if the conflict should not have been lim¬ 
ited to China, and if the Chinese people should not have been wait¬ 
ing to be liberated from their Communist government. In one word, 
the program of the opposition served as an effective instrument for 
the demagogue to achieve an illusory reconciliation of policy with 
popular emotional preferences which cannot be reconciled in action. 
Hence, that program offered no basis for a rational policy which any 
responsible government would have been able to pursue. 

Nevertheless, the Eisenhower administration, frightened like its 
predecessor by this specter of public opinion, at least appeared to 
have accepted the objectives and expectations of the opposition and 
thus allowed its own policies to be judged by the standards of the 
opposition. Judged by these standards, its policies could not help be¬ 
ing found wanting. For, on the one hand, it was responsible enough 
not to embark upon military adventures; yet, on the other, it com¬ 
mitted itself at least to the defense of Formosa, whose indispensabil¬ 
ity for the defense of the United States was accepted as a dogma by 
government and opposition alike. In consequence, the executive 
branch found itself continuously on the defensive, apologizing, as it 
were, for not living up to its own standards and feeling compelled 
from time to time to substitute for policy a momentous announce¬ 
ment or a grandiose gesture suggesting the imminence of forceful 
action. The executive branch had thus become the prisoner of the 
opposition. Too responsible to do what the opposition wanted it to 
do and prevented by its fear of public opinion from substituting a 
positive policy of its own for that of the opposition, the executive 
branch was reduced to having no positive policy at all, while trying 
to make it appear as though it were following in the footsteps of the 
opposition, however cautiously. 

The Eisenhower administration was handicapped not only by its 
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misunderstanding of public opinion, a misunderstanding it shares with 
its predecessor, but it added to that error one which is peculiarly its 
own: the misunderstanding of the nature of the “opposition” as it 
operates under the conditions of the American constitutional and 
political system. President Eisenhower’s thinking on this matter was 
dominated by two basic assumptions: that of the two-party system 
in which the President’s party supports the executive branch while 
the other party opposes it, and the assumption of the equality, in 
separation, of the executive and the legislative branch with regard 
to the conduct of foreign policy. Both assumptions are completely 
at odds with the constitutional principles and political practices of 
the American government. It can safely be said that diametrically 
opposite assumptions come closer to reflecting the actual facts of 
American political life. 

On any controversial issue of United States foreign policy no Re¬ 
publican President can count upon the support of all members of his 
party. A Republican President, pursuing a rational foreign policy in 
a responsible manner, cannot help having at least a third of the Re¬ 
publican party in Congress against him, and on many a crucial issue 
he cannot count upon the support of even a bare majority. I'his 
seeming paradox is the result not of accident but of the political rev¬ 
olution which has transformed the American political scene in the 
last tw enty-five years. 

The general political and social outlook and the specific policies 
which this revolution has pushed to the fore are supported by a solid 
majority of the people but not by a majority of the Republican 
party in Congress. It follows that a Republican President, to be 
elected and to be re-elected, must identify himself with this outlook 
and these policies supported by the majority of the people. Yet he 
will have the support of his owm party without major defections 
only between his nomination as a presidential candidate and his elec¬ 
tion, but neither before nor after. For the revolution which has 
transformed the political life of the United States has split the Re¬ 
publican party right down the middle. Its left wing has accepted, at 
least as inevitable, the results of that revolution, while its right wing 
lives in a prerevolutionary age, pursuing prerevolutionary policies 
with the fanaticism and irresponsibility of desperation. 

The core of the opposition to a Republican President’s foreign 
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policies lies here, and it is against that opposition that the President 
must make his foreign policies prevail. A Republican President who 
thinks and operates in terms of party discipline and looks at the Re¬ 
publican party as his own and the Democratic party as the opposi¬ 
tion confounds the American political system with the British and 
completely misreads the lines which divide both Congress and the 
people with regard to foreign policy. When it comes to foreign 
policy a Republican President has no party of his own to rely on, 
but must rely upon a bloc composed, at best, of the main bulk of 
the Democratic and a tenuous majority of the Republican party and, 
at worst, of a majority of the Democratic and a minority of the 
Republican party. 

A Republican President who, like Mr. Eisenhower, conducts for¬ 
eign policy with a view to maintaining the unity of his own party can 
do so only at the price of his own paralysis or of his own surrender. 
For political compromise is possible among groups that have certain 
basic assumptions in common and are at one in the desire to recon¬ 
cile their formulation in a particular instance and to adjust their 
application for practical purposes. However, there can be no com¬ 
promise with a group that denies the very assumptions of the foreign 
policy which the United States has pursued in the last decade and a 
half and regards the very principles of that foreign policy as an in¬ 
tellectual and moral aberration, if not close or tantamount to treason. 

Misunderstanding what “opposition” means in American political 
life, the Eisenhower administration continuously and vainly tried to 
appease its real opposition which is within the Republican party, and 
it at the same time blessed, if not actively participated in, the at¬ 
tempts of that very opposition to stigmatize as the perpetrators and 
condoners of treason that very group within Congress and within 
the country which in terms of numbers and conviction provides the 
most solid support for the foreign policies the Eisenhower adminis¬ 
tration would have liked to pursue. This misunderstanding was sym¬ 
bolized in the paradoxical position of Senator Knowland who, as ma¬ 
jority and minority leader in the Senate, had the official function to 
rally his party to the support of the President’s foreign policies and 
who by conviction was the most outspoken critic of them. Even the 
most dexterous of politicians cannot at the same time be the chief 
spokesman for the executive branch and the leader of the opposition. 
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As the President has misjudged the meaning of “opposition” within 
the American political system, so has he misunderstood the relation 
the Constitution establishes between the President and Congress 
with regard to the conduct of foreign policy. Here again, the Presi¬ 
dent has thought in terms of peaceful co-operation, while conflict 
is foreordained in the nature of things. The Constitution nowhere 
assigns the ultimate responsibility for the conduct of foreign policy 
to a particular office. It assigns certain functions to the President, 
others to Congress, and others still to the President and the Senate to 
be discharged in co-operation. Apart from these specific grants, the 
Constitution limits itself to an over-all distribution of powers be¬ 
tween the President and Congress by vesting in the former the ex¬ 
ecutive power and making him commander-in-chief of the armed 
forces and by vesting all legislative powers and the power of appro¬ 
priations in Congress. 

This silence of the Constitution as to where the ultimate respon¬ 
sibility for the conduct of American foreign policy rests is, in the 
words of Professor Corwin, “an invitation to struggle for the privi¬ 
lege of directing American foreign policy.” This invitation has been 
accepted by all Presidents from Washington to Truman; for it could 
have been declined only at the price of surrendering the powers of 
the Presidency to a Congress which, in the nature of things, could 
not have discharged them. President Eisenhow^er was in large meas¬ 
ure w'illing to pay that price, without, how ever, buying the peace 
with Congress he sought. Quite to the contrary, each surren¬ 
der of executive powers to Congress called forth congressional de¬ 
mands for more, and, when the President retreated, he did not 
retreat into a prepared position from which to fight back but sim¬ 
ply yielded to congressional pressure, waiting for renewed pressure 
to push him farther back. He resisted those pressures only when the 
issue of peace or war was directly at stake, not realizing that paraly¬ 
sis or surrender on other issues greatly complicated his task to de¬ 
fend his position against the advocates of war within his own admin¬ 
istration and party. 

It is at this point that the problem of the “opposition,” discussed 
before, and the problem of the relations between the President and 
Congress merge. For when it is said that the President surrendered 

338 



The Subversion of Foreign Policy 

some of the prerogatives of his office in the conduct of foreign pol¬ 
icy to Congress, the issue is oversimplified. It is not Congress as 
such, acting as a collective body by majority rule, which took over 
functions which by tradition and logic are the President’s. It is to 
the opposition within his own party that the President surrendered 
them. While the more spectacular raids of the congressional oppo¬ 
sition upon the executive preserve abated from 1955 onward, the 
impact which the opposition made upon both the substantive foreign 
policies and the personnel of the Eisenhower administration has been 
lasting and destructive of those very policies. 

It stands to reason that a foreign policy which must be carried on 
under such conditions of domestic politics can leave little room for 
the initiative of even the greatest of statesmen. One might pause for 
a moment and imagine Sir Winston Churchill in his policies toward 
Egypt endeavoring to satisfy not only the military and political in¬ 
terests of Great Britain and the Egyptian aspirations for the evacua¬ 
tion of the Suez Canal Zone but also the opposition within his own 
party to that evacuation. Confronted with the choice between the 
national interest of Great Britain and considerations of domestic 
politics, he did not hesitate to choose the former. Yet the Eisenhower 
administration, confronted with similar choices, short of the ulti¬ 
mate choice between peace and war, invariably tended to choose the 
latter. In this it went far beyond those concessions which the re¬ 
quirements of democratic control and the peculiarities of the Amer¬ 
ican constitutional and political system make inevitable. 

Yet it is a tribute to President Eisenhower’s innate good sense and 
a manifestation of the narrow limits within which objective circum¬ 
stances confine initiative in foreign policy that the Eisenhower ad¬ 
ministration w^as by and large able, during the first years of its tenure 
of office, to continue the foreign policies of its predecessor, pre¬ 
serving its strong points, perpetuating and aggravating its weak¬ 
nesses. It suffered its severest defeat on the plane of the imponderables 
of moral leadership and political prestige. And their drastic decline 
during the first two years of the Eisenhower administration can be 
directly traced to the ascendancy, during that very same period, of 
a kind of domestic politics that is incompatible not only with good 
foreign policy but with democratic government itself. 
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J.HF. DECLINE of Western political thought has called 
forth five typical reactions. These reactions are not only representa¬ 
tive of the main streams of contemporary political thought, outside 
the methodological dogmatism and ideological rationalizations which 
do not face the problem of restoration at all but rather form an elab¬ 
orate undertaking to avoid having to face it. But these five contem¬ 
porary intellectual trends constitute also prototypes of reacting to a 
declining intellectual tradition. What can a man do who has become 
aware of such decline.^ He can corrupt the old ideas in order to 
make it appear as though they could explain the new facts; this is 
the case of Harold Laski. He can surrender himself to the facts as 


tliey arc and gain from them whatever meaning they convey; this is 
the case of E. H. Carr. He can evoke the ideal of a past that never 
existed; this is the case of Bertrand de Jouvenel. He can seek both 
meaning and consolation in an imaginative interpretation of the 
facts, evoking the remembrance of religious experience; this is the 
case of Arnold Toynbee. He can search for the perennial truths of 
which the old ideas, the facts of experience, and the past are, as it 
w ere, intimations; this is the case of Walter Lippmann. 
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The Corruption of Liberal Thought: 
Harold Laski 


The decline of the political philosophy of liberal¬ 
ism is due to the defects of its general philosophy, which contem¬ 
porary developments have brought to the fore. What liberalism had 
to say about the nature of man, society, and politics is at odds with 
what we have experienced. More specifically, it has been unable to 
reconcile its original libertarian assumptions and postulates with its 
latter-day philosophy of the administrative and welfare state. Pro¬ 
fessor Laski, the most brilliant, erudite, and prolific exponent of the 
last stage of liberalism, exemplifies the philosophic insufficiency and 
political confusion of liberal thought. He also exemplifies the intel¬ 
lectual corruption that follows inevitably from an attempt to square 
the disparate elements of liberalism with each other and wdth the 
experiences of the age. 

Liberty in the Modern State makes these points in w^ays quite un¬ 
intended and unsuspected by its author. The book was first pub¬ 
lished in 1930; it w^as republished with a long, new introduction in 
1937, then republished again in 1949.^ The Introduction to this last 
edition was obviously completed in 1947 and incorporates substantial 
parts of that of 1937. Shockingly great is the distance betw een the 
Introduction and the main body of the book, w^hich is a substantially 
unchanged reprint of the edition of 1930. That distance concerns 
philosophy and scholarship, quality of argument and of language, 
and, above all, intellectual responsibility. In the decline of a once 
great and exceptionally gifted mind, it demonstrates the initial w^eak- 
ness of the political philosophy of liberalism, the recent decomposi¬ 
tion of that philosophy, and the reasons for the decline of liberty itself. 

The only substantial deviations from the preceding editions occur 
in the Introduction, and philosophically they are less significant than 
the lack of change in the body of the book. The Introduction to the 
edition of 1937 started with a discussion of the crisis of capitalist 
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democracy and of its inherent tendencies toward fascism, followed 
by a sympathetic and optimistic dissertation on the Soviet Union. 
This dissertation has been substantially retained in the 1949 edition, 
with only a few significant changes, to one of which we shall re¬ 
turn. The other part has been replaced by a new discussion of the 
ills of capitalist democracy, arriving at the dual conclusion that “pri¬ 
vate ownership of the means of production is no longer compatible 
with democratic institutions” (p. 17) and that “the principle of na¬ 
tional sovereignty has exhausted its usefulness” (p. 18). 

When the body of this book first appeared in 1930 it was received 
with deserved praise. The nobility of its moral concern for the indi¬ 
vidual, the cogency of its argument, the sweep of its erudition are 
indeed impressive. Its strength, no less than its weakness, is in large 
measure that of John Stuait Mill, and this is high praise indeed. 
There is, it is true, already in the Laski of 1930 a certain sentimental 
verbosity and fuzziness in concepts which are happily absent in Mill. 
Yet the philosophic position of Laski is that of classic liberalism. Pro¬ 
fessors Hayek and Mises can hardly have found fault with it. In his 
own words, this is 

the essence of [the] argument. I have taken the view that liberty means 
that there is no restraint upon those conditions which, in modern civiliza¬ 
tion, are the necessary guarantees of individual happiness. There is no 
liberty without freedom of speech. There is no liberty if special privilege 
restricts the franchise to a portion of the community. There is no liberty 
if a dominant opinion can control the social habits of the rest without per¬ 
suading the latter that there are reasonable grounds for the control. For, 
as I have argued, since each man’s experience is ultimately unique, he alone 
can fully appreciate its significance.... 

But no man, of course, stands alone. He lives with others and in others. 
His liberty, therefore, is never absolute, since the conflict of experience 
means the imposition of certain ways of behavior upon all of us lest con¬ 
flict destroy peace. That imposition, broadly speaking, is essential to liber¬ 
ty, since it makes for peace; and peace is the condition of continuity of 
liberty [p. 129]. 

The philosophic weakness of this position is to be found in the 
weakness of its five basic concepts: liberty, the individual, the indi¬ 
vidual good, the common good, the identification of the absolute 
and relative good. 

The problem of liberty in relation to the state concerns, in the 
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words of John Stuart Mill, “the nature and limits of the power 
which can be legitimately exercised by society over the individual.” 
Its perennial theme is “the struggle between Liberty and Author¬ 
ity.” A concept of liberty as broad and indefinite as that used by 
Laski carries within itself the possibility of conclusions destruc¬ 
tive of the very antithesis which gives rise to the problem of 
liberty. This problem is intelligible only under the assumption that 
man ought to be free from political authority in certain respects and 
subject to it in others. The assumptions of totalitarianism, destroying 
the rights of the individual in the face of political authority, and the 
assumptions of anarchism, denying the claims of political authority, 
make it altogether impossible to speak of liberty in the political 
sense. It has often been noticed that a consistent liberalism leads to 
anarchism. Laski recognizes that connection, too, and approves of it. 

The conception of the individual as a unique personality with ex¬ 
periences and judgments all his own may be valid in some systems 
of art, religion, or psychology, but it certainly is the very negation 
of political experience. However right the author may be in his 
strictures against the excesses of the idealistic theory of the state, 
political authority is founded upon a consensus of all or at least of 
the majority, that is, upon shared moral and political convictions 
which are the very negation of that uniqueness and privacy upon 
which Laski dwells. Such consensus may be the product of a 
common religion, a secular tradition, the national mores or it 
may be instilled in the reluctant citizens with fire and sword. With¬ 
out it there can be no state and no government; for without it there 
can be no political authority accepted at least by the majority as 
legitimate, nor that voluntary obedience which the author so rightly 
stresses. Here again, the conclusion from the premise is anarchy. 

Laski conceives of the individual good, which freedom must 
promote, as happiness, and of happiness as the satisfaction of 
individual desires. We are here not concerned with the question of 
whether such a conception of happiness is psychologically valid* 
Even if it were, it would still have to be admitted that it is a distinc¬ 
tive characteristic of civil society, as it is of individual morality, to< 
approve of certain desires as good and to reject others as bad. As a 
philosophic conception, happiness has meaning only within the con¬ 
text of a system of selective values which define what happiness is in 
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the first place. In the absence of such a system, happiness will be 
defined by the accident of implicit valuations, that is, by the prefer¬ 
ences of the author or of the group for which he pretends to speak. 

Laski is, of course, not oblivious of the inevitability of con¬ 
flict arising from the incompatibility of unique personalities and 
their valuations and desires, and he recognizes the consequent need 
for a mediating force. He finds that force in reason. However, rea¬ 
son in the abstract has nothing to sav about the solution of social 
conflicts. It is only in the concrete, in a specific philosophic and so¬ 
cial context, that reason can tell us which interests must be pro¬ 
tected and which sacrificed. In other words, no rational solution of a 
social conflict, in theoiy or in practice, can dispense with a political 
philosophy which has developed a concept of the common good, or 
with an appraisal of the power of the social forces identified with 
the two sides of the conflict. Yet Laski’s conception of the com¬ 
mon good is identical with the sum total of the individual de¬ 
sires mediated by reason. That argument begs the question and leaves 
the problem where we encountered it. 

These weaknesses of Laski’s philosophic position are intimately 
connected with the last of the weaknesses that we have pro¬ 
posed to discuss. Political philosophy, to be fruitful, must make 
the Aristotelian distinction betw-een what is ideally good and what 
is good under the circumstances. It is one thing to provide an ideal 
solution for the conflict between liberty and authority, a solution 
which might well be tantamount to anarchism. It is quite another 
thing to consider the problem of liberty in the context of what is 
attainable under the conditions of British society in 1930 or of 
American society in 1950. To confound both approaches, as Laski 
does, may lead, if the author is consistent, to the condemnation of 
all actually possible solutions in view^ of the unattainable ideal. If 
the author is inconsistent but is quite naturally moved by strong 
personal preferences, as Laski is, he will measure some political 
systems by the ideal, others by the attainable, and thus obtain the 
political conclusions that he prefers to obtain. 

These defects, let us repeat it, are the defects of the intellec¬ 
tual tradition to which Laski belongs. The faults of the Intro¬ 
duction of 1937 and 1947 are all his owm. To point all of them out 
and analyze them would require a book. Let us limit ourselves to 
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four representative ones; one conceptual, one philosophic, and two 
factual. 

On the very first page of the Introduction the conceptual foun¬ 
dation for any rational discussion of the problem of liberty disinte¬ 
grates with the statement that “the future of liberty depends upon 
the realization of those four freedoms upon which President Roose¬ 
velt laid such eloquent emphasis. . . It is fanciful to suggest that 
the determination of “the nature and limits of the power which can 
be legitimately exercised by society over the individual'' depends 
upon the realization of such vague and unattainable ideals as free¬ 
dom from fear and freedom from want. Given this conceptual start¬ 
ing point, no demonstration is needed to show that these ideals, 
whatever they may mean, are not, and are not likely to be, realized 
and that, hence, liberty does not exist and is not likely to exist. There 
is nothing left for us to do but to bewail this sad state of affairs with 
sentimental rhetoric and to comment on it with the shopworn 
cliches of progressive journalism. 

To turn to an example of philosophic analysis, it is obvious that 
the phenomenon of fascism has a profound bearing upon the prob¬ 
lem of liberty in our time. What, then, is the purpose of fascism in 
this respect? “The purpose of fascism is to prevent the relations of 
production from coming into a natural harmony with the forces of 
production; for that prevention, and increasingly, the method of 
coercion is inescapable” (p. 30). Can anything be simpler, or more 
absurd? One must, then, I suppose, assume that the wave of pseudo- 
religious fanaticism with its worship of violence for its own sake, 
which swept through Gennany long before the industrialists as a 
class, together with virtually all other social groups, jumped on the 
bandwagon of naziism, was just an ideological superstructure whirl¬ 
ing in the air until it settled down upon its material foundations, 
discovered as a dialectic afterthought. To call this kind of reasoning 
by cliche Marxism would be an insult to the memory of Marx and 
Engels, Kautsky and Luxemburg, Lenin and Trotsky. Call it “Prav- 
daism” or “Browderism,” if you wish. 

But let us consider simple matters, matters of fact. On pages 20- 
21 we read: . . and it is still more true of the great corporations 
today than it was when General Negrier wrote of them nearly forty 
years ago that Hes sociHes fiimncieres estiment que les gouverne- 
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vients ont le devoir de faire la guerre pom assmer leurs benefices^ 
[‘the corporations believe that it is the governments’ duty to make 
war so that they may be assured of their profits’].” The general, 
whoever he was, may plead ignorance, for he could not have been 
acquainted with the empirical studies of Robbins, Schumpeter, Sta¬ 
ley, Sulzbach, Viner, and Winslow, which have exploded the Marx¬ 
ist myth of the warmongering capitalists. But what excuses does 
Laski have? 

Laski finds little actual liberty in the Soviet Union but great 
promise for the future. On page 43 of the edition of 1937 he 
said: “In the classic sense of absolute liberalism freedom does not 
exist in the Soviet Union.” This is, of course, true of the Soviet Un¬ 
ion as of all other political systems past or present, and, hence, the 
statement is trivial. On page 27 of the edition of 1949 that passage 
reads as follows: “In the classic sense the Four Freedoms do not ex¬ 
ist in the Soviet Union.” The truth is that, while we can speak of 
classic liberalism in contrast to other types, there is no such thing as 
freedom from want or freedom from fear in the classic or in any 
other sense. There is freedom from want and freedom from fear, or 
there is not. Laski must have known that the Four Freedoms are not 
realized in the Soviet Union; yet his political preferences did not 
allow him to admit it. Thus he suggested that, while the Four Free¬ 
doms in the classic sense do not exist in the Soviet Union, they might 
well exist in some other sense. 

How was such a descent from the comparative heights of 1930 
possible? The answer to this question will shed light upon the de¬ 
cline of liberalism as theory and practice of government. 

The rise of bolshevism and fascism in the Western world denied 
the very assumptions upon which the philosophy of nineteenth- 
century liberalism had been founded. The society of rational indi¬ 
viduals, either developing their unique personalities and satisfying 
their desires in harmony or settling conflicts among them by the ap¬ 
peal to reason, revealed itself as a mirage engendered by the fleeting 
conditions of a unique historic constellation. Under different his¬ 
toric conditions, such as those of the interwar years, large segments 
of Western society showed none of the rational qualities of the lib¬ 
eral prototype. Instead, they sought a new consensus either in re¬ 
vealed religion or in the political religions of totalitarianism. In the 
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face of this phenomenon, for the advent of which their political phi¬ 
losophy did not prepare them, the liberals either continue to reassert 
the laissez-faire principles of 1850 and thus, by standing still while 
society moves, become the5pokesmen for the tories of the 1950’s; or 
they embrace, sometimes without knowing it, one or the other of the 
totalitarian creeds. Laski, who cannot be a Fascist and can no 
longer be a liberal in the “classic” sense in which he was one in 
1930, becomes a Marxist who tries to interpret the reality of Russian 
bolshevism in terms of the liberal philosophy. He tries to do for 
bolshevism what in the thirties so many of his countrymen tried to 
do for fascism, that is, to prove that totalitarianism is really a kind 
of advanced liberalism, disfigured by some blemishes of which time 
will take care. 

Yet the Laski of 1930 at least intimated the impossibility of such a 
task. He show^ed then that absolute power, far from tending to limit 
and reform itself, has the innate tendency to increase its hold upon 
the individual and to become more oppressive as voluntary obedi¬ 
ence wanes. He could have added, if his philosophy had not ob¬ 
scured the realities of politics, that this is particularly true of an 
absolute power which identifies its monopoly of power with a mo¬ 
nopoly of truth, whose monopoly of the most effective weapons of 
warfare makes popular revolution impossible, and whose totalitarian 
control no private activity can escape. Here lies the real threat to 
liberty in our time. The Laski of 1930 could see at least part of that 
truth, the Laski of 1947 cannot. In this respect, it may be said, Pro¬ 
fessor Lasld differs somewhat from the Bourbons of the Restoration. 
They are said to have learned nothing and to have forgotten noth¬ 
ing. Comparing the Laski of 1947 with the Laski of 1930 one cannot 
help concluding, with genuine sorrow, that he has learned little and 
forgotten a great deal. 
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Of the four books which constitute Mr. Carr’s 
major contribution to political thought, one, The Twenty Years^ 
Crisis,^ is primarily diagnostic and critical; the three others, Condi'- 
tlo'iis of Vcaccr Natioimlim? and After,^ and The Soviet bnpact on 
the Western World,^ are intended to be primarily constructive and 
to offer a cure for the disease. 

The foundation upon which the critical analysis of The Twenty 
Years' Crisis is built is the juxtaposition of utopianism and realism. 
In its period of immaturity, all science goes through a utopian stage 
“in w hich the element of wish or purpose is overwhelmingly strong, 
and the inclination to analyze facts and means weak or non-existent” 
(p. 8). That initial stage is succeeded by a period of realism which 
is able “to distinguish the analysis of w'hat is from aspiration about 
what should be” (p. 13). Realism “places its emphasis on the accept¬ 
ance of facts and on the analysis of their causes and consequences” 
(p. 14). The experiences of the interw^ar years revealed the weak¬ 
ness of the utopian approach to international politics and made its 
realistic analysis both possible and imperative. Yet a mature political 
science must combine utopian and realistic thought, purpose and 
analysis, ethics and politics. 

According to Mr. Carr, “the exposure by realistic criticism of the 
hollowness of the utopian edifice is the most urgent task of the mo¬ 
ment in international thought” (p. 113). “Clearly all popular post¬ 
war theories of international politics are reflections, seen in an 
America mirror, of nineteenth-century liberal thought” (p. 37). 
Mr. Carr finds the utopian element in the belief that “nineteenth 
century liberal democracy was based, not on a balance of forces pe¬ 
culiar to the economic development of the period and of the coun¬ 
tries concerned, but on certain a priori rational principles which had 
only to be applied in other contexts to produce similar results” (p. 
37). 

1 London: Macmillan & Co., 1940. * New York: Macmillan Co., 1945. 

2 New York: Macmillan Co., 1942. ^ New York: Macmillan Co., 1947. 
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Tliis writer has no quarrel with Mr. Carr’s detailed analysis, in the 
light of these assumptions, of the main modes of international 
thought and of the institutional devices which were carried from 
the domestic scene of the nineteenth century to the international 
scene of the twentieth. The League of Nations, harmony of inter¬ 
ests, collective security, and identification of the national interest 
with the universal good are indeed classic examples of a utopian ra¬ 
tionalism which erects limited experiences and interests into abso¬ 
lute principles and deduces from those principles solutions capable 
of universal application. “What matters is that these supposedly ab¬ 
solute and universal principles were not principles at all, but the 
unconscious reflections of national policy based on a particular in¬ 
terpretation of national interests at a particular time. . . . The bank¬ 
ruptcy of utopianism resides not in its failure to live up to its 
principles, but in the exposure of its inability to provide any abso¬ 
lute and disinterested standard for the conduct of international 
affairs” (p. 111). 

Yet while Mr. Carr destroys the nineteenth-century legacy of po¬ 
litical thought, he knows that realism is not enough. “Consistent 
realism excludes four things which appear to be essential ingredients 
of all effective political thinking: a finite goal, an emotional appeal, 
a right of moral judgment, and a ground for action” (p. 113). “Hav¬ 
ing demolished the current utopia with the weapons of realism, we 
still need to build a new utopia of our own, which will one day fall 
to the same weapons. The human will, w ill continue to seek an es¬ 
cape from the logical consequences of realism in the vision of an in¬ 
ternational order which, as soon as it crystallizes itself into concrete 
political form, becomes tainted w’^ith self-interest and hypocrisy, and 
must once more be attacked with the instruments of realism” (p. 
118 ). 

Thus Mr. Carr, the realist, sets out in search of a new utopia, and 
all his subsequent thinking becomes the Odyssey of a mind that has 
discovered the phenomenon of power and longs to transcend it. 
That search for principles wliich can give moral meaning, and set 
normative limits, to the struggle for power on the international scene 
brings Mr. Carr back to where he started from: to power itself. 

That return to power takes on four different aspects in different 
periods of Mr. Carr’s thinking: appeasement of Germany in The 
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T^wenty Years' Crisis, the postulate of a strong collectivist state in 
Conditions of Peace, the sacrifice of the small nations to the great 
powers in Nationalism and After, fascination by the Soviet Union in 
The Soviet hnpact on the Western World. 

In The Tu'e?ity Years' Crisis, the last word of international moral¬ 
ity is the demand for sclf-sacrifice. That demand is addressed par¬ 
ticularly to the beneficiaries of the status quo. They must give up 
some of their advantages, not only to those who seek adjustments 
within the framework of the existing status quo, but also and pri¬ 
marily to those who challenge the existence and justice of that status 
quo itself. “The process of give-and-take must apply to challenges 
to the existing order. Those who profit most by that order can in 
the long run only hope to maintain it by making sufficient conces¬ 
sions to make it tolerable to those who profit by it least. And the 
responsibility for seeing that these changes take place as far as pos¬ 
sible in an orderly way rests as much on the defenders as on the 
challengers” (p. 215). In consequence, “a successful foreign policy 
must oscillate between the apparently opposite poles of force and 
appeasement” (p. 284). The Munich settlement of 1938, then, be¬ 
comes a modern paradigm of a successful foreign policy thus de¬ 
fined, and Neville Chamberlain, the prototype of a statesman com¬ 
bining the elements of realism and utopianism in his thought and 
action. “'Fhe element of power was present” in that settlement. “The 
element of morality was also present in the fonn of the common 
recognition by the pow ers ... of a criterion applicable to the dis¬ 
pute: the principle of self-determination. . . . The change in itself 
was one which corresponded both to a change in the European equi¬ 
librium of forces and to accepted canons of international morality” 

(p. 282). 

The Tveenty Years' Crisis was in page proof when the Second 
World War broke out; Conditions of Peace was in the press when 
the attack on Pearl Harbor brought the United States into the war 
and Germany and Japan were at the summit of their power. The 
Tveenty Years' Crisis attacked the application of the nineteenth- 
century philosophy of liberal democracy to international affairs; 
Conditions of Peace examines that philosophy in all its manifesta¬ 
tions and finds it wanting. More determinedly and more seriously 
than even The T'lventy Years' Crisis, Conditions of Peace is perme- 
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ated with the conviction that the twentieth century is f undamentaWy 
different from the century that preceded it and that there could be 
a turning-back to the nineteenth-century modes of thought and ac¬ 
tion only at the risk of catastrophic failure. The democracies were 
satisfied to defend the domestic and international status quo with the 
outworn ideas and institutions of the nineteenth century. Thus it fell 
to bolshevism and fascism to offer the world a new political order. 
“Soviet Russia, soon to be followed by Fascist Italy and Nazi Ger¬ 
many, found in ‘planned economy’ the new twentieth-century con¬ 
cept which was to replace nineteenth-century liberalism; and having 
gained the initiative, these countries at length compelled the con¬ 
servative Powers to follow slowly and reluctantly in their train” (p. 
xx). The idealists of the English-speaking world transform them¬ 
selves into the reactionaries of the twentieth century, “carried away 
by the last expiring convulsions of a world revolution which set in 
150 years ago” and putting themselves “in opposition to the new 
world revolution which first broke through the crust of the existing 
order in the Bolshevik revolution of 1917” (p- 7). Hitler, the Napo¬ 
leon of the twentieth century, “has consummated the work, which 
Marx and Lenin had begun, of overthrowing the nineteenth-century 
capitalistic system . , . and in this sense his work, like that of Napo¬ 
leon, cannot and will not be undone” (pp. 9-10). 

The revolution of the twentieth century is directed against liberal 
democracy, national self-determination, and laissez faire economics. 
The revolutionary challenge to democracy and national self-deter¬ 
mination must be met by redefinition and reinterpretation. The 
challege to nineteenth-century economics must be met by a planned 
economy. It is here that the foremost task of revolutionary renewal 
is to be found. Democratic forms and political rights have been ren¬ 
dered illusory by the overriding force of economic power. “Under 
existing democratic institutions, the will of the unorganised majority 
is impotent to assert itself against the domination of organised eco¬ 
nomic power. It has come to be widely believed today, and with 
much plausibility, that the attitudes and policies of political parties 
in most democratic countries are determined only in a minor degree 
by the opinions of the electorate which they purport to represent, 
and in a major degree by the vested interests which supply the bulk 
of the party funds. In other words, national policy on vital issues is 
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really settled, as Marx alleged, not by a democratic counting of 
votes, but by the result of a perpetual struggle for power between 
rival economic interests . . (pp. 27-28). “Democracy must be re¬ 
defined as a system of government based on political rights valid not 
mcrclv against military, but against economic, power” (p. 23). To 
make planning possible, we must search for a “moral purpose pow¬ 
erful enough to generate scif-sacrificc on the scale requisite to en¬ 
able civilization to survive” (p. 119). Communism, like Christianity, 
has such a moral purpose. “The cooperation between the Western 
peoples and Soviet Russia in the wav should help to resolve the an¬ 
tithesis, incidental rather than fundamental, between the secular 
ideals of Christianity and those of Communism” (p. 121). In both 
the domestic and the international spheres, the traditional emphasis 
upon rights and benefits must be replaced by stress on obligations 
and services. 

These themes arc more fully developed in Nationalimj and Aftery 
published at the end of the Second World War, and in The Soviet 
Impact on the Western Worlds published in 1947, when the conflict 
between the Soviet Union and the Western world had reached un¬ 
precedented depths. Mr. Carr makes a convincing case for the asser¬ 
tion that twentieth-century nationalism differs profoundly from its 
nincteenth-cemury predecessor. This difference is the result of three 
factors: “the bringing of new" social strata within the effective mem¬ 
bership of the nation, the visible reunion of economic wdth political 
power, and the increase in the number of nations” (p. 18). “The 
combination of these factors has found expression in two world 
wars, or two installments of the same world war, in a single genera¬ 
tion, and has imparted to them a peculiar quality of embittered ex¬ 
asperation for which it would be difficult to find a precedent in any 
war in history” (p. 27). “The failure to create an international com¬ 
munity of nations on the basis of international treaties and interna¬ 
tional law marks the final bankruptcy of nationalism in the West” 
(p. 32). 

Mr. Carr detects a retrogression of unbridled nationalism in cer¬ 
tain tendencies which have become visible during the Second World 
War, such as the widespread collaboration with the German con¬ 
queror and the acceptance of a new, supranational order. The nation 
as the final unit of international organization has been made obsolete 
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by modern military and economic developments. The self-sufficient 
nation can no longer assure to its members military security or eco¬ 
nomic well-being. National self-determination, in particular, applied 
without regard to such military and economic considerations, has 
become an anarchical force destructive of international order. 'Fhc 
solution, according to Mr. Carr, lies in the separation of non-poliu- 
cal from political authority. The nation may remain the center of 
certain types of non-political authority and loyalty. Politically, eco¬ 
nomically, and militarily the nation must yield to multinational units 
of which the Grossrawn of Nazi Gemiany and the Soviet Union 
are the outstanding examples. 

In The Soviet Impact on the Western World, the Soviet Union 
takes the place of the pioneer of the future. As Hitler was saluted as 
the Napoleon of the twentieth century in Conditions of Peace, so 
now Stalin appears to Mr. Carr as the Wilson of the Second World 
War. “The missionary role which had been filled in the first World 
War by American democracy and Woodrow Wilson had passed in 
the second World War to Soviet democracy and Alarshal Stalin'’ 
(p. 3). What Mr. Carr calls “Soviet democracy” is, according to 
him, really an offshoot of Western democracy. In the West, political 
democracy and social democracy became antagonistic after the mid¬ 
dle class had achieved its revolutionary objectives against the feudal 
order. The bourgeoisie of the West led political democracy to vic¬ 
tory. The Russian proletariat achieved social democracy. “'Hic chal¬ 
lenge w hich Soviet democracy presents to the Western world is a 
challenge to complete the unfinished revolution” (p. 10). In conse¬ 
quence, Mr. Carr equates the Cromwellian, Jacobin, and Bolshevist 
dictatorships as instruments for achieving democracy. “There is, 
therefore, no essential incompatibility betw^een democracy and dic¬ 
tatorship” (p. 11). Since in this view the Soviet Union has become 
the champion of democracy in the mid-twentieth century, it is not 
surprising to learn that “the cult of the ‘common man’ now fashion¬ 
able in English-speaking countries is perhaps a first result of the im¬ 
pact of Soviet democracy” (p. 12). “The broad lines of Soviet 
policy may be dictated from the center. But the Soviet Union has 
never ignored the human element, or underestimated the extent to 
which the execution of any policy depends on the enthusiasm and 
initiative of the individual citizen; and it has shown itself as well 
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aware as the western world of what Sir Ernest Barker has described 
as a main function of democracy—to ‘enlist the effective thought of 
the whole community in the operation of discussion.’ Here at any 
rate is a challenge of Soviet democracy to western political institu¬ 
tions about w hich western democrats will be well advised to ponder” 
(pp. 18-19). What is true of the cult of the common man and of 
public discussion is also true of planning: . . Lord Keynes’ doc¬ 

trines found such ready acceptance in Great Britain and elsewhere 
partly because the ground had already been prepared in the minds 
of his contemporaries by contemplation of the planned economy of 
the Soviet Union” (p. 34). 

In international affairs the Soviet impact has been in the main 
twofold: the development of propaganda as a normal instrument 
of foreign policy and the emphasis upon the power factor as 
against its ideological disguises, practiced by the Western states¬ 
men of the League of Nations period. Fundamentally, however, the 
Soviet impact on the Western world is moral. “The gravamen of the 
Marxist revolution is not that it has exposed the failures and short¬ 
comings of w estern democracy, but that it has called in question the 
moral authority of the ideals and principles of western democracy 
by declaring them to be a reflexion of the interests of a privileged 
class” (p. 94). “The fate of the western world will turn on its ability 
to meet the Soviet challenge by a successful search for new forms 
of social and economic action in which what is valid in individualist 
and democratic tradition can be applied to the problems of mass 
civilization” (p. 113). 

There can be no doubt that Mr. Carr’s work constitutes a contri¬ 
bution to political thought of the first order. No contemporary 
thinker, with the exception of Reinhold Niebuhr, has seen more 
clearly and exposed wuth more acute brilliance the essential defects 
of Western political thought. Even in so monumental a failure as 
The Soviet bnpact on the Western World—a failure because it con¬ 
fronts Soviet ideology with democratic practice—there is much criti¬ 
cal analysis w^hich Western thinkers might well ponder. Yet, as we 
have seen, it was Mr. Carr’s purpose not only to give a critical 
analysis of the Western tradition of political thought but also to 
replace the old and obsolete with a new synthesis of realism and 
utopianism, theory and practice, ethics and politics; and the main 
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bulk of Mr. Carr’s work is dedicated to that purpose. In view of this 
purpose the over-all impression of Mr. Carr’s work is one of failure. 
What are the reasons for the failure of a work undertaken with so 
singular an equipment of mind, learning, and honest purpose? 

The fundamental reason is philosophic. Mr. Carr sets out to 
discover a new morality in the political world without a clear 
notion of what morality is. The philosophically untenable equation 
of utopia, theory, and morality, which is at the foundation of The 
Twenty Y'ears* Crisis^ leads of necessity to a relativistic, instru¬ 
mentalist conception of morality. Morality, then, becomes “an escape 
from the logical consequences of realism, which, once it is achieved, 
must once more be attacked with instruments of realism” (The 
Twetity Years* Crisis^ p. 118 ). In another contribution to the 
problem, “The Moral Foundations for World Order,”'* Mr. Carr 
has nothing better to offer than a “compromise between morality 
and power,” and throughout his work he relies heavily upon Nie¬ 
buhr’s Moral Man and Immoral Society ^ unaware that Mr. Niebuhr 
has long since given up the juxtaposition which the title indicates. 

Consequently, Mr. Carr has no transcendent point of view from 
wdiich to survey the political scene and to appraise the phenomenon 
of power. Thus the political moralist transforms himself into a 
utopian of powder. Whoever holds seeming superiority of power 
becomes of necessity the repository of superior morality as w^ell. 
Power thus corrupts, not only the actor on the political scene, but 
even the observer, unfortified by a transcendent standard of ethics. 
This is the lesson taught by the fate of the political romantics of 
whom the outstanding representatives are Adam Muller and Carl 
Schmitt. It is a dangerous thing to be a Machiavelli. It is a disastrous 
thing to be a Machiavelli without virtu. 

® In Foundatiofis for World Order (Denver: Social Science Foundation, Uni¬ 
versity of Denver, 1948). 
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Bertrand de Jouvenel undertakes to face the 
problem of power, indeed the central problem of our age, but in 
truth he does not face it at all. The intended confrontation becomes 
evasion and escape. It must be borne in mind that theoretical concern 
with power as a general phenomenon is peculiar to our age. Before 
Hobbes, no Western political thinker dealt systematically with power 
as a general phenomenon, and Hobbes himself remained an incident 
rather than the founder of a tradition. It w^as only in the historiogra¬ 
phy and philosophy of history of the nineteenth century that such a 
tradition was established, and the sociology and political science 
of the twentieth century have taken up the theme. Yet they have 
done so only halfheartedly, qualifying and distorting, obscuring and 
emljcllisliing the reality of power as a general phenomenon. Of this 
modern tendency to face the problem of power but to face it, as it 
w^ere, wdth a squinting eye, M. dc Jouvcnel’s book. On Pov:er: Its 
Nature and the History of Its Gro'ivth,^ is an outstanding example. 
It is outstanding in its originality and brilliance, its force of argu¬ 
ment, and the relevance of its diagnosis. It is also outstanding in the 
arbitrariness of its argumentation from history and in the partiality 
with w hich the central problem is posed and developed. 

It is significant—and the significance of it will become fully ap¬ 
parent in the course of the discussion—that the book is not “on 
pow er” at all. According to the translator, “the word ‘Power,’ wiien- 
cver it begins with a capital letter, denotes the central governmental 
authority in states or communities—renseinhle des elements gou- 
vernementaux . . .” (p. xiii). In other words, the book is concerned 
only with a particular type of power, that is, governmental power, 
while implicitly assuming in the title and throughout the argument 
that there is no other power to be concerned about. This substitu¬ 
tion of pars pro toto gives the book its peculiar focus. The book 


1 New York: Viking Press, 1949. 
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observes with striking clarity what is within that focus; it sees either 
not at all or only in dim, distorted outline what is outside the focus. 
But all the time, by means of a semantic equivocation, the illusion is 
created that the focus comprises not only Power, that is, govern¬ 
ment, but also power as such, that is, as a general social phenomenon. 
It requires a very attentive reader to keep in mind that in the termi¬ 
nology of the author Power is sometimes quite different from 
power, different as object of scientific analysis and different as ob¬ 
ject of moral evaluation. 

The central theme of the book is the enormous power of the 
modern state. The modern state has become a “Minotaur,” and the 
continuous increase in the pov\'cr of the state for almost a thousand 
years is concomitant with the incessant advance of warfare toward 
total war. “Therefore the extension of Power, which means its abil¬ 
ity to control ever more cempletely a nation's activities, is responsi¬ 
ble for the extension of war” (p. 7). Democracy, in turn, is re¬ 
sponsible for the extension of Power. “Democracy, then, in the 
centralizing, pattern-making, absolutist shape which we ha\'e given 
to it is, it is clear, the time of tt ranny’s incubation” (p. 11). It is the 
purpose of the book “to examine the reasons why, and the way in 
which. Power grows in society” (p. 15). 

At the core of the author’s argument lies the contrast between 
aristocratic and monarchical government, on the one hand, and de¬ 
mocracy, on the other. I'he bad and dangerous effects of Power are 
connected with the latter; w hat is beneficial and harmless in Pow er 
derives from the former. The modern history of the Western world 
is generally conceived as a progression tow ard liberty and, in turn, 
toward limitation on government, liberty becoming greater and gov¬ 
ernment growing w eaker as we approach the twentieth century. 
According to the author, the exact opposite is true. “The idea that 
Power is of God buttressed, so it is said, a monarchy that was both 
arbitrary and unlimited right through the Dark Ages. . . . There is 
not a word of truth in all this. Let us remember . . . that Power in 
medieval times was shared . . . , limited . . . , and that, above all, it 
was not sovereign. ... In fact, so far from having been a cause of 
greatness in Power, the conception of divine sovereignty w^as for 
many centuries the companion of its weakness” (p. 28). 

“The consecrated king of the Middle Ages was a Power as tied 
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down and as little arbitrary as we can conceive. He was simultane¬ 
ously constrained by standing human law, i.e., custom, and by the 
Divine Law, and could hardly trust his own reading of his duty 
about anything. The court of peers was there to compel his respect 
for custom, and the Church took care that he continued as the assid¬ 
uous viceregent of the heavenly king, whose instructions in their 
every point he must obey” (p. 30). 

The common belief in the progressive liberation of the individual 
is an illusion. “The reason [for this illusion] is that there are in soci¬ 
ety, in addition to the state and the individual, social authorities as 
well, which also claim from the human being their due of obedience 
and services. And the diminution or disappearance of his obligations 
to a social authority may affect his life and stir his interest more 
than the aggravation of his obligations to the political authority” 
(p. 158). " 

A revolution, prepared by Marsilius of Padua and by the Reforma¬ 
tion, was needed to substitute for the sovereignty of God the sov¬ 
ereignty of the people. With the weakening of the Church, God 
w’as transformed from an ally of the people against Power into an 
ally of Powder against the people. With that transformation the abso¬ 
lute monarchy came into existence. Yet at the same time there arose 
the doctrine that Pow er is conferred by the people, thus barring the 
road to absolutism. That, according to the author, is “the great 
illusion” (p. 33). By quoting extensively from Hobbes, Spinoza, 
and Rousseau, the author reaches the conclusion that the unlimited 
character of Powder is the inevitable result of popular sovereignty. 
“What a contrast is here,” he exclaims by juxtaposing Spinoza and 
St. Augustine, “betw een a Power which is held to the execution of 
the divine law and one w'hich, after subsuming every individual 
right, has become a law to itself!” (p. 35). 

Popular sovereignty and divine sovereignty seem to be rather 
similar in their relation to Power. “Both allow a right of command 
which, though it is unlimited, is not inherent in the governors. The 
right belongs to a superior power—whether it be God or the people 
—which cannot by its nature exercise the right itself. Therefore they 
have to confer a mandate on a Power which can exercise it. Both 
state more or less explicitly that the mandatories will be tied by 
rules: in other words. Power’s behaviour is subject to either the 
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Divine Will or the general will” (p. 39). Yet the holders of Power 
tend to usurp the sovereignty which in theory they exercise by dele¬ 
gation. “They will in the end give themselves out as resuming in 
their own persons the Divine Will or the general will, as the case 
may be; Louis XIV, for instance, claimed the rights of God, and 
Napoleon those of the people” (p. 39). Control of Power, either 
Through the Church or through parliament, is bound to remain in¬ 
effective; for sovereignty, being “in essence one and indivisible” 
(p. 40), cannot be shared by two different sets of agents. Thus the 
monarchy wins over the Church at the end of the Middle Ages, as 
in our age either the executive or the legislature comes to dominate 
the people. 

This despotism of our age, however, is likely to be more formi¬ 
dable than that of divine sovereignty for two reasons. Popular sov¬ 
ereignty dispenses with “the Divine Will, which shows itself to men 
under the forms of a Law ILternal, to command whatever he pleases” 
(p. 42). Further, popular sovereignty justifies itself primarily in 
terms of its origin, so that whatever the people want is good because 
they want it. Aledieval Power is limited by the conception of its 
end, which must be just for Power to be legitimate. When the con¬ 
ception of the end of government reappears in the political thought 
of the nineteenth century, it is no longer connected u ith individuals 
as such but with the state as an organism, which has an existence of 
its own transcending that of its individual members and is an end 
in itself, to which the individuals arc subservient. Tliis is the heritage 
of Hegel. In it democracy takes on a new meaning. “In the sense 
of individualist social philosophy it is the rule of the Rights of Man; 
in a political philosophy divorced from social individualism it is the 
absolutism of a government which draws its title from the masses” 
(p. 47). Here, then, the end is no longer, as it was in the Middic 
Ages, justice in the sense that each individual must obtain his due. 
Justice, now, becomes a postulate of society, and to realize this end 
the limitless expansion of Power is justified. 

Underlying this discussion is the conception that Power, that is, 
the state and its government, are not “the natural product of human 
sociability” (p. 99). They owe their existence to the instinct of 
domination, that is, the lust for powder (with a small p). “The mon¬ 
arch is not in the least the creature of his people, set up to satisfy 
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their wants. He is rather a parasitic and dominating growth which 
has detached itself from the dominating group of parasitic con¬ 
querors. But the need to establish his authority, to maintain it and 
keep it supplied, binds him to a course of conduct which profits the 
vast majority of his subjects. To suppose that majority rule func¬ 
tions only in democracy is a fantastic illusion. The king, who is but 
one solitary individual, stands far more in need of the general sup¬ 
port of society than any other form of government. And, since it is 
human nature for habit to engender affection, the king, though act¬ 
ing at first only from concern for authority, comes to act with 
affection as well and in the end to be motivated by affection. The 
mystical principle of the rex has come again” (p. 106). 

This duality and inner contradiction of Power is of its essence; 
it must be egoist and social at the same time. To prepare for Power 
which has rid itself of its egoism and has become completely virtuous 
is the worst of illusions; “it has become the fruitful cause of the 
great disturbances which desolate our age and threaten the very 
existence of civilization” (p. 117). “It is a noteworthy fact that all 
the greatest political mistakes stem from defective appraisals of the 
common good-mistakes from which egoism, had it been called into 
consultation, would have warned Power off” (p. 124). Similarly, it 
is not surprising that the philosopher constructing a simple and rigid 
system of thought finds himself in alliance with the tyrant who en¬ 
deavors to translate such a system of thought into action. To accom¬ 
plish what the philosopher demands. Power must grow to enormous 
dimensions, and Power grows in proportion to the moral sublimity 
and comprehensiveness of the utopian scheme. 

The growth of Power manifests itself in hivStory in three different 
respects: in the ever increasing quantity of human and material 
resources which Power marshals for its own purposes, especially for 
the purposes of war; in the ability of Power to make the laws, and 
any kind of them, instead of, as in the Middle Ages, being subject to 
an unchangeable set of rules of conduct; and in the leveling process 
by which all intermediate social authorities are eliminated. In this 
last capacity Power plays a revolutionary role. As the king destroys 
the feudal aristocracy, so the modern state undermines the capitalist 
authorities. In these revolutions. Power is always the ally of the 
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common people. “The passion for absolutism is, inevitably, in con¬ 
spiracy with the passion for equality” (p. 177). 

“Where will it end? In the destruction of all other commands for 
the benefit of one alone-that of the state. In each man’s absolute 
freedom from every family and social authority, a freedom the price 
of which is complete submission to the state. In the complete equal¬ 
ity as between themselves of all citizens, paid for by their equal 
abasement before the power of their absolute master—the state. In 
the disappearance of every constraint which does not emanate from 
the state, and in the denial of every pre-eminence which is not 
approved by the state. In a word, it ends in the atomization of 
society, and in the rupture of every private tie linking man and 
man, whose only bond is now their common bondage to the state. 
The extremes of individualism and socialism meet: that was their 
predestined course” (p. 172). Yet this is not the end. “Conqueror 
though it is of the aristocracy which took shape in society, the state 
will in the end be dismembered by the statocracy which it itself has 
borne. The beneficiaries of the state leave it, taking with them a 
veritable dowry of wealth and authority, leaving the state impover¬ 
ished and pow erless. Then it becomes the turn of the state to break 
dowm these new social molecules, containing as they do the human 
energies \vhich it needs. And so the process of the state’s expansion 
starts all over again. 

“Such is the spectacle which history presents to us. Now^ wc see 
an aggressive state pulling down what other authorities have built 
up, now we sec an omnipotent and distended state bursting like a 
ripe spore and releasing from its midst a new feudalism which robs 
it of its substance” (p. 176). And each popular revolution, under¬ 
taken in the name of liberty, is but a milestone in the growth of 
Power. “In the final analysis revolutions are made, not for man, 
but for Power” (p. 235). 

Of this development, democracy is the prime example. “Con¬ 
ceived as the foundation of liberty, it paves the way for tyranny. 
Born for the purpose of standing as a bulwark against Power, it 
ends by providing Power with the finest soil it has ever had in which 
to spread itself over the social field” (p. 238). It amounts to “the 
substitution of the arbitrary will of a body or of a crowd for the 
arbitrary will of a monarch as the principle of rule” (p. 252). This 
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development is particularly obvious in modern parliamentary insti¬ 
tutions. “What had been a body for the protection of private citi¬ 
zens is now one for the advancement of the public interest, and has 
been clothed ^ ith the formidable power of legislation. ... In the 
end, therefore, the principle of legality, intended as the absolute 
guarantee of each man’s libcity, was to come to justify the absolute 
commission of that liberty to the discretion of a parliamentary aris¬ 
tocracy” (pp. 242-43). 

Here again, monarchy gains by comparison. “'Fhc royal will was, 
and was known to be, that of a crowned head, his favourite, or his 
minister; it was in that respect as human and l^ersonal as that of 
anyone else. The uill of democratic Power goes by the name of 
general. It crushes cacli individual beneath the weight of the sum 
of the indi\'iduals represented by it; it oppresses each private interest 
in the name of a general interest which is incarnate in itself. The 
democratic fiction confers on the rulers the authority of the whole. 
It is the whole that both wills and acts” (p. 257). “It comes to this: 
that the ‘Power of the people,’ so called, is in fact linked to the 
people only by an extremely slack umbilical cord—gcneral elections; 
it is, to all intents and purposes, a ‘Pow er over tl\e people,’ a Power 
which is all the greater for getting its authorization from this cord” 

(p. 280). 

Ultimately, sovereigntN’^ passes “from parliament to the victorious 
machine, and elections are now no more than a plebiscite by which 
a whole people puts itself in the power of a small gang” (p. 275). 
The end is inevitably a totalitarianism which promises security and 
destroys liberty. Power, erecting the fragments of its knowledge 
into a dogma to bring happiness to mankind, transforms itself into 
a theocracy whose beneficence and, hence, \\ hose authority have no 
limits. Thus totalitarian democracy unites, for the first time in West¬ 
ern civilization, the spiritual and temporal powers. “From not having 
known how to preserve, and from not knowing how to restore, the 
delicate and living hannony of a highly civilized society, we are 
returning to the form of cohesion which is that of the primitive 
tribe” (p. 377). 

The great merit of this book lies in a penetrating and subtle analy¬ 
sis of the growth of governmental power in our time and of the 
pitfalls that modern mass democracy encounters. In this analysis the 
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book is incomparably superior to anything that goes with us by the 
name of academic political philosophy. As a systematic philosophic 
system, however, it suffers from four major weaknesses, weaknesses 
so major as to vitiate its claim altogether to be a valid political 
philosophy. 

We have already pointed to the semantic distortion resulting from 
the use of the term “Power” with a capital‘T” as a synonym of gov¬ 
ernment. This distortion, however, is but a symptom of the use of 
Power as a metaphysical abstraction which has an essence, a life, 
a behavior of its own. Thus we read for instance that “it is of 
Power’s essence not to be weak” (p. 11). Power (with a small p) 
can obviously be conceived as a quality of a certain individual in his 
relations with another individual. In this sense we can say that A has 
power over B or that B fears the power of A. It is also possible to 
abstract from certain individuals as points of reference for power 
and refer to certain offices and a certain status regardless of the indi¬ 
viduals connected with them. Thus we can say that the President of 
the United States, whoever he may be, has a certain kind of power 
with regard to the members of the cabinet, whoever thev may be. 
It is also possible to attribute to such power certain qualities which 
it has in common with, or in which it differs from, power in general 
or certain other types of power. 

What M, de Jouvenel does is bad metaphysics in that Hegelian 
tradition which has rendered useless so much of German social phi¬ 
losophy. The method of that metaphysics consists in endowing a 
metaphor, such as Power or Leviathan or Minotaur, or a legal ab¬ 
straction, such as the government or the state, with certain qualities 
W'hich are meaningful only when they are attributed to real persons. 
From the hypostatized qualities of such a metaphysical entity theo¬ 
retical and practical conclusions are drawn, and the nature of :he 
conclusions is limited only by the imagination of the author who 
has endowed the metaphysical entity with certain qualities in the 
first place. 

Bad metaphysics leads of necessity to bad political philosophy. 
The metaphysics of Power distorts, if it does not blot out, the 
reality of power. What validity is there in the assertion that Power 
in the Middle Ages, that is, the authority of the prince, was limited 
and beneficial and that liberty flourished under it, without any con- 
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sideration of the power of the Church and of the feudal lords be¬ 
cause they had only power and not Power? The test of the author’s 
assertion, which, as we have seen, is at the core of his philosophy, 
can be provided, not bv^ this kind of metaphysical juggling, but only 
by raising the question: \\'hat was the status of the common man 
vis-a-vis the public authorities, sav, in the twelfth and eighteenth 
centuries in comparison w ith w hat it is in the Western world today? 
Is M. de Jouvcnel prepared to defend the proposition that the 
common man enjoyed greater freedom—moral, intellectual, social- 
in those past centuries than he is enjoying today? To put that ques¬ 
tion is to answer it. It is a fundamental objection to the author’s 
philosophic method that it incapacitates him even to put that ques¬ 
tion in empirical terms. 

M. de jouvencl achieves the same result of the glorification of 
medieval monarchy and of the damnation of modern democracy 
by yet another, more common and also more vulgar device. He 
rightly stresses the enormous increase in the pow er of the state in 
our time and the concomitant threat to individual liberty. He con¬ 
trasts wnth this sad state of affairs the constitutional principles and 
arrangements of times past. The juxtaposition of the political prac¬ 
tices of one society with the constitutional theory and law^ of an¬ 
other, however, is not philosophy but demagogy. By this device 
Communist writers prove to their satisfaction that true democracy 
exists only in the Soviet Union and that wdiat the Western world 
calls democracy is but a fraud. And there can indeed he no doubt 
that the provisions of the Sovfiet constitution arc more democratic 
than the political practices of the United States. Is it any more con¬ 
vincing to tell us that the medieval state, in contrast to modern 
democracy, w^as limited by the divine law without telling us to what 
political uses that divine law vv^as put? Or that in medieval times 
Pow er, that is, the royal authority, was limited by the powder of the 
feudal barons without asking w hose w'ill regularly prevailed in case 
of conflict, the king’s or the barons’? 

Finally, many of the author’s strictures against modern democracy 
are vitiated by his failure to distinguish between the general evils 
which flow from the ubiquity of the lust for power and, hence, are 
beyond remedy by human efl^ort, and the specific evils which result 
from concrete historic circumstances and, hence, arc subject to cor¬ 
rection by the processes of history, supported by conscious human 
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effort. All power, however spelled, negates the freedom of the indi¬ 
viduals over whom it is exercised, and the concentrated, monopolistic 
power of the modern state is particularly dangerous to individual 
liberty. That danger does not stem from the innate metaphysical 
qualities of Power, nor from the disappearance of intermediate social 
authorities, nor from the enfeeblement of the belief in divine law 
as a limiting factor on government. Its causes are fivefold: intel¬ 
lectual, moral, political, economic, and technological. 

The secularization of thought, as it manifests itself in the spirit 
of science, has given the modern mind an unprecedented confidence 
in its own efforts, unaided by supernatural powers and virtually 
unlimited by the obstacles of nature, a confidence which, under the 
conditions of modern technology, is transferred to the government 
as an agency of central planning. A mass civilization, under the im¬ 
pact of the scientific spirit and largely oblivious of the heritage of 
Western civilization and catering to the lowest instincts of the great¬ 
est number, is destroying in those responsible for government, that 
is, in all, the sense of moral discrimination which is the prerequisite 
of good government. The participation of the broad masses of the 
population in the political processes under democratic conditions has 
led to an unprecedented centralization of the processes of govern¬ 
ment. The modern conditions of economic activity have brought 
about an unprecedented centralization of economic power wliich, in 
turn, has called into being, as a corrective, the centralized powers of 
the state. This centralization is in good measure the result of the 
character of modern technology which, by giving the state a mo¬ 
nopoly of the most destructive weapons of warfare, has made popu¬ 
lar revolutions impossible. Of this phenomenon, which bears so 
heavily upon his central theme, the learned author has, strangely 
enough, nothing to say. 

To call attention to and illuminate the evils of centralized power, 
in the face of the prevailing thoughtless optimism, is a great merit 
indeed. The modern state, by solving some problems, raises others 
which must be solved in turn. That the mechanical repetition of 
democratic incantations will not solve them is certain. It is no less 
certain that they will not be solved by a backward-looking romantic 
aristocratism which follows in the footpaths of Bonald, De Maistre, 
De Tocqueville, and Taine and shares in their brilliance and insights 
as well as in their aberrations. 




The Rediscovery of hnagination and Religion: 
Arnold Toynbee 


The reaction against philosophic relativism, 
methodological dogmatism, and positivist scientism has been most 
sweeping not in the field of political science but in that of history. 
Arnold Toynbee’s work, by virtue of its very existence, is a frontal 
attack against the mood prevailing in all the social sciences. In A 
Study of History Mr. Toynbee tries to restore the claims of historic 
imagination and spirituality. Yet by doing so, he raises anew and 
more profoundly the dilemma of truth in matters political. He docs 
so in three spheres: historiography, philosophy of history, and re¬ 
ligion. 

Mr. Toynbee’s work poses anew, by implication, the problem of 
historiography. If what Mr. Toynbee is doing is a valid writing of 
history, then most of w hat is going by the name of academic his¬ 
tory is, at w'orst, irrelevant or, at best, mere preparation. On the 
other hand, if the w riting of history is a science with all that the 
word “science” connotes in terms of the use of documentary evi¬ 
dence and the renunciation of judgments of value, then certainly 
.Mr. Toynbee is not a historian. This conflict betw een two concep¬ 
tions of history is not likely to be resolved through methodological 
argument; for within that argument the philosophic assumption pre¬ 
determines the conclusion. Method being a means to an end, achieve¬ 
ment is the only valid test of method. What, then, is it that w^e 
expect historj" to achieve? 

Burckhardt has told us that it is the purpose of history “to make us 
not clever for one day but wdse forever.” History imparts its wis¬ 
dom by giving a meaningful account of the life and deeds of men 
w^ho came before us. This account receives its meaning from the 
connection which the selective and appraising mind of the historian 
establishes between the data of history and the perennial concerns 
of man. 

If this be the standard by wdiich history must be judged, then Mr. 
Toynbee’s contribution dwarfs scientific historiography, not in this 
or that of its manifestations, but as a category of historic thinking. 
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The great achievement of Air. Toynbee as a historian lies in that 
very subjectivity which is the horror of scientific historiography. 
Mr. Toynbee has recovered the courage, which the scientific dogma 
had put to sleep, to ask from history questions which are meaning¬ 
ful for him and, through him as a man, for other men as well and to 
force history to answer him. Never mind that history may have no 
answer to some of the questions Mr. Toynbee asks, that the facts 
arc sometimes arranged to produce the answers expected, and that 
not all the “facts” arc facts in the scientific sense. Mr. Toynbee has 
awakened the historic imagination from its dogmatic slumber; he has 
communicated his own wonderment about the ways of man to his 
readers, and through innumerable flashes of insight, suggestive rein¬ 
terpretations, and fertile hypotheses he has demonstrated by his own 
example the worth of historiography in the classic manner. 

Compare w ith the richness and infectious dynamics of his historic 
imagination the unproblematic poverty of scientific historiography! 
The “science” of history leaves nothing to the imagination. What 
cannot be proved by the documents not only is not true but can 
have no meaning to be communicated by the historian. To have 
demonstrated, not through argument but through example, the rich¬ 
ness of philosophic historiography, however problematical in detail, 
as against the self-impoverishment of “scientific” history, unprob¬ 
lematic in detail but a problem in its very conception of history, is 
the great merit of Mr. Toynbee’s work. What in our time had be¬ 
come a mere historic recollection, Mr. Toynbee has again made a 
living reality: the creativeness of the historic imagination. 

This historic imagination is not at the service of history, properly 
speaking. It is not Mr. Toynbee’s purpose to give a coherent ac¬ 
count of the historic process. His purpose is philosophic rather than 
historical. He searches for the laws which determine the rise and 
fall of civilizations. 

On the face of it, such an undertaking appears to be sociological 
rather than philosophic. For it appears to require, not the philo¬ 
sophic assessment of the different civilizations from an over-all world 
view, but rather the empirical analysis of the morphology of civili¬ 
zations, proceeding from empirically verifiable similarities to ever 
broadening generalizations. The main categories Mr. Toynbee em¬ 
ploys, such as challenge and response, contacts in space and contacts 
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in time, point to such a sociological intent. And in page after page 
the work reads like a gigantic collection of sociological essays and 
aphorisms, of illuminating similarities and analogies across the ac¬ 
customed barriers of historic time, but loosely held together by the 
work’s general plan. Still, the general plan is philosophic and could 
have been no other. For what Mr. Toynbee sets out to do is beyond 
the ken of empirical verification. 

The possibility of all empirical verification resides in the shared 
perspective of all actual and potential observers. Astronomy as em¬ 
pirical science is possible because observers with the same percep¬ 
tive and rational faculties look at the same object from the same 
planetary perspective. The deeper we move from the world of na¬ 
ture into the world of man as the subject and object of valuations, 
the more we find the objectivity of empirical science qualified by 
the ever narrowing limits of common perspective. For astronomy 
these limits are for all practical purposes irrelevant, since they coin¬ 
cide with the confines of the earth. In the sciences of man the 
rational core, common to all science, is diminished, obscured, and 
distorted by the inevitably partial perspective of the observer. 

That impairment is minimized when both the object and the per¬ 
spective of observation are identical with the confines of a particu¬ 
lar civilization. A parochial civilization, looking at itself from the 
perspective of its own values, can achieve a high degree of empirical 
objectivity, given the limits of that perspective. Impairment is maxi¬ 
mized when the perspectives of one civilization arc applied to an 
object lying beyond its confines. For, in order to do justice to such 
an object, the observer would have to transcend the confines of his 
own civilization and apply to that object categories that transcend 
the confines of any particular civilization and, hence, are applicable 
to all. This, however, is an epistemological impossibility. It is this 
impossibility which Mr. Toynbee has endeavored to achieve. 

The examination of but a few of Mr. Toynbee’s basic concepts 
will show that it is impossible to verify them empirically but that 
they must be validated philosophically if they are to be validated at 
all. The very concept of civilization lacks empirical precision, once 
we leave behind the two extremes of primitivity and such general¬ 
izations as Western and Eastern civilization and share Mr. Toynbee’s 
concern wdth the major historic civilizations. At what point can we 
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say that a civilization is autonomous, that it is a derivative “offshoot” 
of another, or that it has no autonomy of its own, being a mere 
variety of a dominant one? Obviously American civilization is both 
distinct from, and similar to, British civilization. An Englishman 
might well try to comprehend American civilization in the terms of 
his own, or at best regard it as a mere “offshoot” of his own, while 
the American might assume its autonomy; for the Chinese observer, 
on the other hand, the differences between the two civilizations, ob¬ 
vious to both Englishman and American, might be hardly worth 
noting. From the point of view of imperial Rome, Roman civiliza¬ 
tion was the culmination of the civilization of Greece; for Hellenism 
it might very well have looked like Greek civilization in a state of 
decay; and Western Christian civilization has seen the civilization of 
Greece and Rome as a mere preparation for itself. Can one speak of 
one Chinese civilization as a continuum extending through the whole 
history of the Chinese state, or is it possible and necessary to speak 
of a number of civilizations following each other within the geo¬ 
graphic and political space called China? Here again, the answer will 
differ according to the observer’s perspective. There is no need to 
multiply examples in order to show that judgments about a civiliza¬ 
tion are mere reflections of the valuations of a particular one. It is 
not by accident that there has been a tendency for history to be 
written in terms of political or geographic units rather than of civi¬ 
lizations; for the former lend themselves more readily to empirical 
verification than do the latter. 

What is true of the very concept of civilization applies also to the 
specific concepts referring to its alleged life cycle. What are the 
verifiable characteristics of the birth and death of a civilization, 
when does it flower, when break down and disintegrate? Did the 
Greek, Roman, and Jewish civilizations ever die or were they but 
transferred by political circumstances from one geographic locale 
to another? If we should assume that Greek civilization actually 
died, did it die through the degeneration of its inner life-substance, 
or was it killed, as it were, by military assassination, which in view 
of its own inner potentialities was a mere accident? If Western civi¬ 
lization should dissolve tomorrow into radioactive rubble, would it 
have died a “natural” death because of inner exhaustion or would it 
have committed suicide in an isolated act of intellectual and moral 
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degeneracy, or would it have been killed by an atomic assassin? If 
Western civilization should be spared atomic destruction and if it 
should move into an age of material abundance, who is to prove 
scientifically that such a civilization would be inferior, or for that 
matter superior, to, say, the thirteenth or eighteenth or nineteenth 
centuries of Western civilization? The answers to all these questions 
obviously depend upon what we mean bv civilization. To speak 
again of Western civilization only, there are those who sec nothing 
but decay from the fifteenth centuiy onward; there are others who 
see nothing but darkness before the fifteenth century and nothing 
but decay from the seventeenth century onward. For still others. 
Western civilization culminates at the turn of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury, while there are those for whom all history preceding Marx is 
a mere prescientific preparation for the self-emancipation of man. 

The concept of civilization and of its different stages, then, which 
we apply to other civilizations, cannot but be a function of the valu¬ 
ations of our own. The very simile of life and death has an objec¬ 
tive, empirically verifiable meaning for biological units and is still 
susceptible of a high degree of empirical precision in the political 
sphere: a state or a party can be said to live and die. However, when 
we speak of the life and death of a nation as a cultural entity, wc 
sacrifice, in a measure which will change with differing historic situ¬ 
ations, empirical precision for a pliilosophic metaphor. That substi¬ 
tution of philosophic valuation for empirical science is bound to 
become total when we enter the realm of civilization, which as a 
concept is a kind of synthesis of the valuations of a member of a 
particular civilization. The appraisal of civilizations other than one’s 
own is possible only through the erection of a partial world view 
into a philosophic system claiming universal validity. From Vico 
through Hegel and Comte to Marx, pliilosophy had the self-confi¬ 
dence to sit in judgment over all history and to assign to its different 
periods what appeared to be their rightful place. Our age has trans¬ 
ferred its confidence from philosophy to science. Thus it must en¬ 
deavor to prove scientifically what other ages have tried to demon¬ 
strate through philosophy. 

This is the tragic paradox which Marx was still able to overcome 
by identifying philosophy and science, but before which Spengler 
and Toynbee could not but founder. For, unlike Marx, they have 
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no philosophic system to fall back on which would lend their 
valuations at least an element of rational objectivity. In this re¬ 
spect Mr. Toynbee is philosophically more sophisticated than 
Spengler. He is aware of the dilemma without being able to over¬ 
come it. Spengler, with that Hegelian consistency which takes ab¬ 
surd conclusions in its stride as long as they follow logically from 
premises, forces the history of civilizations into the biological strait- 
jacket and, again not unlike Hegel, finds in the apparent trends of 
the contemporary scene experimental proof for the pseudoscientific 
premise of biological necessity. 

Mr. Toynbee, with an intention as sweeping as any of the svs- 
tem-builders before him, has too much common sense to sacrifice the 
evidence of history on the altar of logical consistency. He allows 
for human creativity to modify, if not stop altogether, the life cycle 
of all civilizations, and particularly of our own. Yet this concession 
to the unpredictability of history, which is a function of human 
freedom, confronts Mr. Toynbee with still another dilemma. If a 
civilization can escape its life cycle by an act of human will, if, in 
other words, it can refuse to die if it so wills and knows how to live 
for ever, what, then, is the cognitive value of the biological scheme? 
Is there a tendency in civilizations to die, which tendency can be 
rcvei*sed? Or were other civilizations bound to die while ours—faint 
echo of Rovia might live for ever. Obviously, what Mr. 

Toynbee’s concession to common sense has gained for history it has 
lost for philosophy. 

It is a measure of Mr. Toynbee’s philosophic sophistication that 
he not only allows human freedom to qualify, if not disrupt, the 
determinism of the biological life cycle but he is also aware of the 
need for standards of evaluation which transcend the empirical se¬ 
quence of biological phases. He does not, and cannot, find these 
standards in philosophy; for our age has lost the rational boldness 
and self-reliance which still allowed a Comte and a Marx to build a 
philosophic system wdiich pretended to explain the laws by which 
history proceeds. Instead Mr. Toynbee turns to religion. By doing 
so, Mr. Toynbee raises three issues: the meaning of the return to 
religion, the value for civilization of a return to religion, the ability 
of a civilization to return to religion by an act of will. 

Mr. Toynbee’s claim that only religion can save Western civiliza- 
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tion coincides with a popular movement, especially strong in the 
United States, which also seeks in religion salvation from the evils 
and dangers of the times. Church membership is rising; prominent 
intellectuals are converted or return to the fold of their church; 
politicians justify themselves and their policies in religious terms; 
and the display of religious observances has begun to become stand¬ 
ard practice for public men. Much of Mr. Toynbee’s popularity in 
the United States can be attributed to the apparent convergence of 
his call for the renewal of religious faith with these popular tenden¬ 
cies. He is in danger of becoming the prophet of a new cult, a kind 
of Billy Graham of the eggheads. 

This popularity is unjust to Mr. Toynbee’s intent, but it illumi¬ 
nates the weakness of his achievement. Mr. Toynbee has no illu¬ 
sions about the impossibility of reviving a lost religious faith by 
joining or rejoining an established church. He calls not so much for 
a return to a particular established religion as for a revival of reli¬ 
gious faith which might find confirmation in any established religion 
or a combination of elements of them. Mr. Toynbee’s personal pref¬ 
erence, if I understand him aright, seems to be a kind of intellectual 
and aesthetic eclecticism which open-mindedly accepts and receives 
all that is congenial in the different historic religions. 

However, this stress upon a new syncretic religion tends to ob¬ 
scure a distinction which is vital for the understanding of the reli¬ 
gious problem and, in turn, has strengthened the popular misunder¬ 
standing of Mr. Toynbee’s position to which we have just referred. 
This confusion concerns the distinction between religion and relig¬ 
iosity. It can well be argued—and I would support the argument— 
that most of the failures of the modern age and many of its accom¬ 
plishments stem from one single source: the lack of religiosity. Mod¬ 
ern man, as he sees himself, has become a self-sufficient entity who 
knows what he sees and can do what he wills. He has lost the aware¬ 
ness of hLs dependence upon a will and a power which are beyond 
his understanding and control. To warn modem man against the 
irreligious self-glorification, which in a sense is his self-mutilation, 
for it deprives human experience of mystery, tragedy, and guilt, is 
one thing; to advocate a kind of religious eclecticism is quite an¬ 
other. 

This distinction between religiosity and religion has a direct bear- 
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ing upon the question which is central to Air. Toynbee’s concern 
and for the sake of which he has raised the issue of religion in the 
first place: What makes a civilization live and what will enable our 
civilization in particular to survive? Mr. Toynbee answers: Return 
TO religion by reviving your religious faith. Yet this answer is open 
to serious doubt. The doubt arises not from metaphysical specula¬ 
tion but from the experience of history itself. Is there any historic 
evidence to show that religious ages arc monopolistically or even 
especially productive of the values of civilization, as commonly un¬ 
derstood? And is there not rather overwhelming historic evidence 
in support of the proposition that the weakening of religious faith 
coincides wdth the flowering of civilizations, as commonly under¬ 
stood? 

We are using the term “commonly understood” on purpose; for 
here the observer’s subjective preference, as pointed out above, is 
bound to color his judgment. If we assume that only religious civili¬ 
zation is w orthy of the name, it cannot be hard to demonstrate that 
the flowering of civilization depends upon religious faith. Yet if we 
give to civilization its common secular meaning, it can hardly be 
open to doubt that from Plato to Kant, from Sophocles to Dostoev¬ 
ski, from Michelangelo to Rodin, the w eakening of religious faith 
and the flow^ering of civilization not only coincide in time but also 
are organically interconnected. It is true that these great achieve¬ 
ments of civilization ow c their greatness to the religious experience 
of mystery, tragedy, and guilt. Yet it must further be alknved that 
the achievements of material civilization, in terms of rational control 
of nature and society, owe much, if not everything, to the modern 
denial of both religious faith and religiosity, w hich assumes the lim¬ 
itless powers of man and demonstrates them within self-chosen 
limits. 

But even if it were true that the return to religious faith can save 
Western civilization, can a civilization recover its religious faith by 
an act of will? Here it is necessary, paradoxical as it may seem, to 
invoke the very spirit of religion against its most learned advocate. 
It requires nothing but an act of will to join a church and to per¬ 
form its rituals. To have religious faith demands an act of grace, for 
which, however, man may well prepare himself through rational 
instruction. Religiosity, in turn, is the fruit of experience, more par- 
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ticularly of suffering, transformed into intellectual and moral aware¬ 
ness by mind and conscience. 

The clarion calling a civilization to return to religion, en masse as 
it were, finds, and must find, its response in a eclectic idolatry, often 
blasphemous in man’s self-identification with the deity, which pop¬ 
ularizes the trappings of religion without reviving the dormant sub¬ 
stance of its religiosity. To restore man to the fulness of his stature 
and thus give his civilization a new lease on life requires indeed the 
teaching of men like Mr. Toynbee. Yet their teaching must seek to 
illuminate a mysterious, tragic, and sinful experience common to all 
men in terms of a religiosity likewise common to all men. Neither a 

teacher nor a w hole civilization can by an act of will create the svm- 

, ^ 

bolic and ritualistic expressions of religiosity thus restored; least of 
all can they create them out of the fragments of religions, whose 
decline has made the restoration of religiosity necessaiy in the first 
place. What religions will grow from this new religiosity man must 
leave to fate. He must be content to be ready, and to make others 
ready, to see the signs and to read them aright when they appear. 

What Mr. Toynbee has been trying to do as a philosopher of his¬ 
tory could no longer be done in an age which tries to reduce truth 
to science. What Mr. Toynbee has been trying to do as a herald of 
religious faith no man could have achieved in any age. One hundred 
years ago he might have been the last of the great philosophers of 
history. Four hundred ) ears ago he might have been the last of the 
great scholastics—or mystics. Such achievements are not for this age. 
Yet Mr. Toynbee’s Icarian effort does for our age what the great 
representative works of the mind have done for others. It both pre¬ 
sents its spirit and attempts to transcend it in the search for the 
perennial truths by which all ages must be judged. His achievement 
belongs to all ages; his failure belongs to his own and, hence, is ours 
as W'ell as his. 
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“And where are the political theorists of democ¬ 
racy today?” Professor Alfred Cobban of University College, Lon¬ 
don, asks and answxrs this question in an important article, “The 
Decline of Political Theory,” published in the Political Science 
Qmrterly of September, 1953: 

Democracy, for lack of thought, has ceased to be a live political idea... . 
For the most parr it has ceased to be discussed seriously and in relation to 
the concrete problems of practical politics. It has largely become a mean¬ 
ingless formula. Politicians, like the princes in the fairy talc condemned 
to the oracular utterances of frogs, seem scarcely able to open their 
mouths without some platitude flopping out, wet and happy, and slightly 
repulsive, but is this political theory? If it is, no wonder that practical 
men prefer to ignore it. Coins can remain valid currency even when they 
arc worn quite smooth. Political ideas need periodical recoining if they 
are to retain their value. 


It is the great contribution, one is almost tempted to say the his¬ 
toric contribution, of Walter Lippmann’s The Public Philosophy 
that it poses the fundamental problems of democracy again in terms 
relevant to the concrete political problems of the day. All great 
contributions to political theory, from the biblical prophets and 
Plato to Laski—and I grant that the span in both time and quality is 
considerable—have reflected not upon the theories of others, let 
alone upon theories about theories—an innocuous and, hence, popular 
academic pastime—but upon the concrete, burning, “controversial” 
political problems of their times. To do this requires a peculiar com¬ 
bination of detachment and absorption, a commitment both to a 
society and to a truth transcending it. It also requires a philosophy 
that is not merely the reflection of popular preferences but is 
grounded in a rational perception of the true order of things. Fi¬ 
nally, it requires the moral courage to pit one’s independent knowl¬ 
edge of what is true in matters political and of what needs to be 
done against what the crowd believes and wants. If these qualities 

^ Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1955. 
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make the authentic political philosopher, Walter Lippmann has again 
proved that he is one. 

The decisive experience which in this book has moved Mr. Lipp- 
mann’s thinking on its course, is the derangement of the relationships 
which ought to exist in a democracy between the government and 
the people: “The people have acquired power which they are in¬ 
capable of exercising, and the governments they elect have lost pow¬ 
ers which they must recover if they are to govern. . . . Where mass 
opinion dominates the government, there is a morbid derangement 
of the true functions of power. The derangement brings about the 
enfecblement, verging on paralysis, of the capacity to govern. This 
breakdown in the constitutional order is the cause of the precipitate 
and catastrophic decline of Western society” (pp. 1 +- 15 ). More 
particularly, legislative assemblies have usurped the powers which 
rightfully belong to the executive branch and which they are unable 
to exercise properly. Representative government tends to become 
paralyzed government. The people, then, must choose between free¬ 
dom and authority: “They will choose authority, which promises to 
be paternal, in preference to freedom which threatens to be fratri¬ 
cidal. . . . No ideal of freedom and of democracy will long be al¬ 
lowed to stand in the way of their being governed” (p. 61 ). In this 
fashion the very w eakness of democracy as a viable political order 
has given birth to totalitarianism as an antidote. 

Democracy which has thus perished and which is threatened to¬ 
day is of the Jacobin type. It equates good policy with the will of a 
legislative or popular majority and, hence, is forced to the conclu¬ 
sion that a proposition is good because it is popular. By maldng the 
will of the people its ultimate standard, it seeks the solution of all 
problems and the elimination of evil itself from a continuous on¬ 
slaught against all traditions and all objective standards. In this it is 
a Christian heresy which seeks a religious end without having to 
undergo the religious experience. 

To this degenerate and doomed type of democracy, Mr. Lipp¬ 
mann opposes another type which is represented by the English po¬ 
litical system. The English type of democracy presumes an objective 
order within which the political process takes place. Majority rule 
cannot overthrow that order; it presupposes it. The principles of 
that order have been codified in documents such as Magna Carta, the 
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Declaration of Independence, the Bill of Rights of 1689, and the first 
ten amendments of our Constitution. Yet the better part of that 
order was never committed to writing. It lives on in what Lippmann 
calls “the traditions of civility” and has been formulated and applied 
in “the public philosophy.” It is identical with that rational order 
which has been traditionally called natural law and upon whose 
principles all men once agreed, and can agree again, by virtue of 
their rational nature. 

How can the belief in natural law and its effectiveness as a stand¬ 
ard for political action be renewed? “In order to repair the capacity 
to believe in the public philosophy,” answers Mr. Lippmann, “it 
will be necessary to demonstrate the practical relevance and the 
productivity of the public philosophy. It is almost impossible to 
deny its high and broad generalities. The difficulty is to see how 
they are to be applied in the practical affairs of a modern state . . .” 
(p. 115) applied in such a way that only the “wilfully irrational” 
can deny their validity and only the “wilfully subversive” can reject 
the obligations deriving from them. 

The difficulty of restoring the public philosophy results from the 
positivist climate of opinion which cannot but be hostile to the as¬ 
sumption of objective standards not subject to the conditions of 
time and place. The modern age is no longer satisfied with ordering 
the political sphere by the standards of the public philosophy and 
thus establishing an uneasy and ever precarious balance between the 
good and the possible. Instead, “it promises, not the good life of this 
world, but the perfect life of heaven.” It confuses the two realms of 
man’s existence, that of this world with its contingencies and that of 
the transcendent world of the spirit. That combination of relativis¬ 
tic positivism and utopian perfectionism has destroyed the public 
philosophy and has rendered modern man powerless to order his 
political world by transcendent objective standards. 

Since Mr. Lippmann sees the root of the evil primarily in the pre¬ 
vailing philosophy, the main remedy he suggests consists in the res¬ 
toration of the philosophy u hich the prevailing one replaced: “I do 
not contend, though I hope, that the decline of Western society will 
be arrested if the teachers in our schools and universities come back 
to the great tradition of the public philosophy. But I do contend that 
the decline .. . cannot be arrested if the prevailing philosophers op- 
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pose this restoration and revival . . (p. 178). With this last word 

of Mr. I.ippmann, I can have no quarrel. Yet I must doubt that it 
can be the last word. 

This book is animated by a noble and moving faith, reminiscent 
of the rationalistic idealism of the eighteenth century, in the self- 
sustaining power of reason to transform the philosophy by which 
men live and, through it, their very lives. Mr. Lippmann believes 
that men in their political thoughts and actions can be “sincerely 
and lucidly rational,” and he considers this rationality the very 
foundation of the public philosophy. Yet Herbert Butterfield, Rein¬ 
hold Niebuhr, myself, and others have tried to show how much 
more ambiguous and involved the relations between reason and poli¬ 
tics are than is suggested by this simple rationalistic faith. It must 
suffice here to point out that the public philosophy was not de¬ 
stroyed by its own rational deficiencies or by the hostility of the 
intellectuals, but—and Mr. Lippmann says as much—by the modern 
conditions and problems of life which the public philosophy, as it 
has come dow n to us, is unable to reflect and solve. 

First of all, natural law', the form in w^hich the public philosophy 
has been transmitted to us, has not only been the reflection of the 
objective standards of politics, but it has also aKvays been a political 
ideology and predominantly an ideology of the status quo. In other 
words, the existing political order w as identified with the objective 
and rational order. Yet w hen the existing political order lost its via¬ 
bility, natural law-, through its intimate connection with it, lost its 
plausibility. It became a mere ideological tool by which partial in¬ 
terests and subjective opinions tried to establish their universality 
and objectivity. We cannot forget that experience, and no self- 
contained intellectual movement can obliterate its philosophic effects. 

All political philosophy is concerned with the burning political 
problems of the day and is in turn a reflection, in the light of a truth 
w hich all ages have in common, upon the political experiences of the 
day before. The task of political philosophy in our age, then, is to 
apply the perennial truths of politics to the political world for the 
dual purpose of understanding it and of solving its problems. To this 
task Mr. Lippmann applies himself with outstanding success. Yet the 
restoration of a viable democratic order is not coterminous with 
that success being approved and shared by all rational men. As that 
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order has been weakened and in places destroyed by its own defects, 
so its health can be restored only by political action remedying its 
defects. Political philosophy can hold up to society the mirror of its 
ills and contrast it with the ideal picture of health, hoping to mold 
thought and inspire action. Thus it is uneasily suspended between 
the consummated action of the past, which it reflects, and the hoped- 
for action of the future, which it propounds. It is its dilemma that 
it knows in a general way what ought to be done but cannot do it. 
There is its strength and its weakness, its victory and its defeat, and 
it should claim no more. 

On the other hand, it is the dilemma of political action that it 
must act without being certain that what it does ought to be done. 
Political action without philosophy is blind; and even with phi¬ 
losophy it cannot help being shortsighted. For the gap between 
the general propositions of political philosophy and the concrete 
measures of political action must be bridged not by the logical de¬ 
ductions of a utopian rationalism but by the trial and error of politi¬ 
cal experience. The philosopher-king in whom the tension between 
philosophy and action is dissolved is an ideal which reality ap¬ 
proaches only in the greatest of statesmen. In reality, the pliiloso- 
pher, that is, the political thinker, knows more than the king, that 
is, the political actor, and cannot act according to his knowledge. 
The king, even if he knew’ all the philosopher knows, w^ould still 
not know' for certain what action the concrete situation requires. 
No theoretical knowledge but only the experience of acting can 
teach him that. Yet even that experience w'ill teach him only how’ 
to avoid the repetition of yesterday’s blunder, not how not to com¬ 
mit a new^ one tomorrow'. 

Here, in this inescapable tension between reason and experience, 
betw een theoretical and practical knowledge, betw een the light of 
political philosophy and the tw'ilight of political action, is indeed the 
ultimate dilemma of politics. 
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